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PROCEEDINGS 
March    6#  1973  -  2:30 
 oOo  

MR.  MC  DONNELL:     The  San  Francisco  Airport?;  Corrmnl.qs-i on 
will  now  come  to  order. 

Mr.  Secretary,  please  call  the  roll. 

MR.  NEWPORT:     Mr.  McDonn<^Ll? 

MR.  MC  DONNELL:  Here. 

MR.  NEWPORT:     Mr.  Sutro? 

MR.  SUTRO:  Here. 

MR.  NEWPORT:     Mr.  Cohl«^ntz? 

MR.  COBLENTZ:  Here. 

MR.  NEWPORT:     Mr.  Lynn? 

FR.  LYNN:  Here. 

FR.  NEX'^PORT:     Mr.  Mazzola? 

MR.  m'77.0LA'.  Here. 

KR,  MC  IX^WLL:  Mr.  Mazzola,  would  you  please  read  us  the 
Pledge  of  Allegiance. 

MR.  MAZZOLA:  Yes, 

(Whereupon,  the  Pledge  of  Allegiance  was  recited  by  all 
present. 

MR.  MC  DONNELL:     We  have  thr>  minutes  of  our  meeting  of 
February  20th.     Are  there  any  corrections  or  changes? 

Hearing  none,  the  minutes  are  accepted  as  written. 

First  on  the  agenda  is  the  public  hearing  of  the  San  Fran- 
cisco International  Airport  Expansion  Program,  and  the  draft  of 
the  Environmental  Impact  Report  for  that  program. 

Now,  ladies  and  gentlemen,  on  behalf  of  the  Airport  Com- 
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mission  I  would  like  to  welcome  you  here  today  and  ask  you  to 
take  part  in  the  public  hearing  and  presentation  by  the  Airport 
staff,  of  the  new  updated  San  Francisco  Airport  Expansion 
Program . 

Before  we  proceed,   I  would  like  to  give  you  a  brief  over- 
view of  what  you  will  see  and  henr  today  concerning  the  presen- 
tation of  the  Airport  expansion  program,  and  the  procedures  we 
have  set  forth  to  allow  maximum  public  participation. 

The  proposed  Airport  expansion  program  that  will  be  pre- 
sented today  is  not  entirely  new.     Basically  it  is  an  update 
and  extension  of  the  original  expansion  program  envisioned  in 
the  1967  Airport  Bond  issue.     Since  that  time,  some  of  the 
projects  in  the  original  1967  program  have  been  completed. 
However,  as  the  program  progressed,   it  became  apparent  that 
a  general  updating  of  this  program  would  be  necessary  to  insure 
compatability  with  the  introduction  of  a  new  family  of  jets. 

In  1971  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Airport  passed  from  the 
Public  Utilities  Commission  to  this  commission,  and  shortly 
thereafter,   in  November  of  1970  (sic),  the  Airport  Commission 
adopted  an  updated  program  costing  approximately  $192  million. 
This  program  was  designed  to  accommodate  2^  million  passengers 
by  the  completion  date  of  1976. 

Following  the  action  by  the  commission,  a  temporary  reces- 
sion in  passenger  travel  had  a  major  impact  on  the  airline 
industry.     The  temporary  recession,  coupled  with  a  requirement 
to  re-study  the  effects  of  the  introduction  of  the  new  jumbo 
jets  would  have  on  the  boarding  areas,  caused  a  general  slow- 
down in  this  expansion  program.     Also  during  the  period,  the 
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Regional  Airport  System  study  of  the  Association  of  Bay  Area 
Governments  completed  its  final  regional  plan  for  the  orderly 
development  of  the  Bay  Area  Airports  to  meet  the  revised  pro- 
jected growth  of  the  air  passenger  traffic  through  1985. 

Based  primarily  upon  airline  requirements,  total  regional 
airport  system  requirements  were  established  by  the  Association 
of  Bay  Area  Governments,  and  a  general  recovery  of  passenger 
traffic  that  saw  an  increase  of  over  one  million  passengers  at 
^he  San  Francisco  International  Airport  in   '72,  their  entire 
airport  expansion  program  was  revised  and  updated.     You  will  se 
that  program  as  it  is  presented  in  its  entirety  today. 

To  make  maximum  use  of  our  time  and  the  possibility  of 
public  participation,  we  would  like  first  to  have  the  staff 
present  the  program,  hear  from  some  specific  representatives, 
and  then  hear  from  the  public.     There  is  a  form  available  here 
for  anyone  that  wishes  to  speak,  to  fill  out.     We  have  some 
already  completed.     And,  by  the  way,  at  this  time  it  might  be 
helpful  to  all  of  us,  when  talking  of  time,   if  those  people 
that  are  interested  in  speaking  on  the  subject  today,   if  you 
would  raise  your  hands. 

All  right.     I  would  like  to  have  one  of  these  forms  filled 
out  for  each  person  so  that  we  would  have  the  names  here  and 
properly  recorded. 

Now,  we  have  a  reporter  available  here  today  and  he  will 
make  a  verbatim  record  of  this  meeting.     That  record  will  remai 
open  for  seven  days  so  that  those  who  have  a  desire  to  place 
additional  written  testimony  in  the  record  will  have  the  oppor- 
tunity to  do  so. 
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If  there  are  people  attending  the  meeting  today  that  have 
written  statements  that  they  would  like  to  have  put  in  the 
record  so  that  we  will  have  the  opportunity  to  read  them  before 
any  decision  is  made,  we'd  like  them  turned  in. 

Dick,  do  you  want  them  turned  in  to  you? 

MR.  NEWPORT:  Yes. 

MR.  MC  DONNELL:     To  Mr.  Newport,  Secretary  of  the  commis- 
sion. 

Now,  the  input  from  the  public  relative  to  the  Environ- 
mental Impact  Report  will  be  taken  under  submission,  that  is, 
all  of  the  information  in  this  report  and  all  that  is  discussed 
here  today  will  be  taken  under  submission  so  that  there  will 
be  no  action  whatsoever  taken  today. 

As  you  know,  the  Environmental  Impact  Report  we  have  now 
as  presented  to  us  is  a  draft  and  will  not  be  completed  until 
all  of  the  information  received,  not  only  in  this  meeting  today 
but  other  information  we  will  receive  in  the  next  week,  will  be 
included  in  the  final  draft  of  the  Environmental  Impact  Report. 
Until  that  is  completed  and  we  have  the  chance  to  review  all 
of  the  information,  no  action  can  be  taken  by  this  commission. 

To  start  this  off,  I  would  like  to  call  on  Bill  Dwyer , 
Acting  Director  of  the  Airport. 

MR.  DWYER:     Mr.  President,  members  of  the  commission,  I 
would  like  to  say  a  few  words  about  this  program  before  I  turn 
it  over  to  Mr.  Bertken,  who  will  make  a  slide  presentation  of 
the  program.     Included  in  the -proposed  expansion  program  are 
capital  improvement  requirements  for  expanded  capacity  at  the 
airport  to  accommodate  approximately  31  million  passengers  for 
the  year  1985. 
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The  total  cost  of  the  program  is  estimated  at  $390  million 
It  will  be  completely  financed  from  airport  revenue.  There 
will  be  no  tax  money  involved. 

The  expansion  program  referred  today  is  the  master  plan 
for  the  overall  development  of  the  airport  and  delineates  the 
various  projects  required  to  carry  it  out.    As  each  new  project 
proceeds  to  its  designed  stage  of  development,   it  will  be 
brought  before  the  commission  for  approval,  prior  to  further 
processing. 

The  proposed  expansion  program  is  consistent  with  the 
recommendations  of  the  Regional  Airport  System  studies  conducted 
recently  by  the  Association  of  Bay  Area  Governments,  The 
Environmental  impact  Report  which  outlines  the  environmental 
relation  to  this  proposed  expansion  of  the  airport  has  been 
compiled  and  is  again  based  primarily  on  the  work  of  the  Regional 
Airport  System  studies.     Both  the  proposed  expansion  program 
and  the  draft  of  the  Environmental  Impact  Report  were  forwarded 
to  the  commission  prior  to  this  day. 

In  addition,  to  assist  those  taking  part  in  this  hearing 
today,  there  is  a  small  condensed  version  of  this  program 
available  to  the  general  public  attending  the  meeting  today, 
and  I  think  they  received  them  as  they  came  in  the  meeting.  If 
they  have  not  received  them,  they  are  available  at  the  rear  of 
the  meeting  room. 

No  formal  action  is  requested  from  the  commission  on  eithe 
the  proposed  expansion  program  or  the  Environmental  Impact 
Report  at  this  meeting.    After  reviewing  the  comments  that  we 
have  received  today,   formal  approval  of  the  program  will  be 
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requested  at  a  later  date. 

Mr.  Bertken,  head  of  Planning  and  Development  of  the  Air- 
port, will  now  present  a  slide  program. 

MR.  MC  DONNELL:     Just  before  Tom  starts,   I  wonder  if  we 
could  open  some  v/indows. 

I  have  -I  list  of  some  of  tho  names  of  people  that  wish  to 
speak.     As  I  get  more  of  them,   T  will  put  them  on  the  list. 
What  we  would  like  you  to  do  is  to  have  you,  when  your  name  is 
called  to  speak,   if  you  would  go  over  to  —  we  have  a  portable 
temporary  podium  over  there  with  a  mike,  and  if  you  would  go 
over  to  that,  and  everyone  will  have  an  opportunity  to  hear. 
Many  times  when  people  are  standing  up  here,  no  one  else  can 
hear  them.  So  we  would  like  to  have  everyone  speak  over  this, 
and  make  sure  everyone  can  hear  them. 

MR.  BERTKEN:     The  San  Francisco  International  Airport  is 
currently  the  major  regional  transportation  facility  serving 
air  travelers  in  the  San  Francisco  Bay  Area.     In  1972  the  total 
Bay  Area  passengers  amounted  to  some  18.7  million.     Of  this 
amount,     San  Francisco  carried  14.7  million,  Oakland  2.1  million 
and  San  Jose  1.9  million.     Over  the  next  ten  to  twelve  years 
there  will  be  a  substantial  increase  in  air  passenger  travelers 
in  the  Bay  Area.     The  Regional  Airport  System  studies  done  by 
ABAC  indicated  a  projected  forecast  in  1985  of  some  72  million 
air  passengers  a  year. 

In  order  that  this  increased  demand  could  be  met,  each  of 
the  existing  airports  must  accommodate  substantial  increases  in 
their  passenger  travel.     However,   in  the  San  Francisco  Airport 
we  are  extremely  limited  in  the  ability  to  handle  any  additional 
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passengers  even  at  this  time.  This  is  a  fact  I  am  sure  that  is 
attested  to  by  many  of  our  patrons  that  have  used  our  fecilitie 
over  the  recent  holiciiy  period. 

The  expansion  program  that  is  proposed  will  provide  for 
that  growth.     The  general  objectives  of  this  expansion  program 
are  to  improve  the  flight  operation  facilities,  to  provide 
improved  passenger  convenience,  to  improve  access  and  reduce 
congestion,  and  reduce  the  environmental  impact  of  the  airport. 

Specifically,   the  design  criteria  used  to  evaluate  the 
projects  to  be  included  in  the  expansion  program  are  the  result 
of  much  study  and  are  entirely  consistent  with  the  Regional 
Airport  Study  Plan  which  was  recently  adopted  by  the  Associatio 
of  Bay  Area  Governments.     Later  on  the  contents  of  that  study 
will  be  discussed  by  the  project  director,  Mr,  Walter  Gilfillan 
representing  the  Association  of  Bay  Area  Governments. 

Those  forecasts  for  1985  which  were  used  as  design  criteri 
for  the  development  of  the  San  Francisco  Airport  are  310,000 
airline  operations  per  year,  31  million  passengers  per  year, 
and  about  some  166,400  vehicles  on  a  peak  day  for  ground  access 
requirements . 

Now,  I  will  discuss  the  individual  items  of  the  forecast. 
First  of  all,  31  million  passengers  per  year.     This  growth 
chart  shows  the  passenger  increases  since  1950  at  the  San  Fran- 
cisco International  Airport.     It  indicates  a  rapid  increase 
over  the  60 's  with  the  advent  of  the  jet  aircraft,  and  also  the 
slowdown  in  activity  due  to  the  recession  of  '69,    '70  and  '71. 
However,   in  1972  we  have  increased  once  again,  and  the  projec- 
tions shown  here  are  representative  of  a  healthy  economic 
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atmosphere  in  our  country,  and  which  indicates  that  by  1985 
we  will  have  some  31  million  passengers  per  year  to  handle  in 
San  Francisco. 

To  accommodate  the  31  million  annual  passengers,  this 
program  includes  additional  terminal  space,  new  boarding  areas, 
provision  for  automatic  baggage -hand ling  systems,  people-mover 
systems,  clear  graphic  information  sign?,  and  provision  for 
rapid  transit  in  the  airport  and  beyond. 

The  next  item  of  the  design  criteria  is  the  310,000  airlin 
operations  per  year.     To  provide  some  background  on  this  number 
it  should  be  noted  that  in  1969  the  airport  handled  some 
307,000  aircraft  operations.     In  1970.  306,500?  and  in  '71, 
down  to  297,000.     Again  in  1972,   297,000,  even  though  we  had 
an  increase  in  passenger  traffic.     This  is,  of  course,  due  to 
the  greater  use  of  the  larger  planes  which  carried  more  pas- 
sengers . 

These  forecasts  indicate  that  the  increase  in  annual  pas- 
sengers at  San  Francisco,  an  increase  from  the  current  14  or 
15  million  we  have  now  to  31  million,  will  take  place  without 
any  substantial  increase  in  the  number  of  air  carrier  operation 
at  our  airport.  This  is  due,  as  I  mentioned,   to  the  larger-size 
aircraft  and  greater  number  of  them  being  used  in  San  Francisco 
coming  in  to  San  Francisco,  as  well  as  a  higher  load  factor  on 
these  planes.     This  result  is  a  much  more  efficient  overall 
system  of  air  transportation. 

Also,  as  a  sideline,   becanse  the  newer  larger  planes  have 
quieter  engines,  the  impact  through  noise  in  our  neighboring 
communities  will  be  substantially  less.     Because  there  are  no 
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requirements  for  substantial  increases  in  the  number  of  air 
carrier  operations,  there  are  no  additions  to  the  existing 
runway  systems  included  in  our  expansion  program.    The  items 
in  the  expansion  program  include  only  improvements  to  the 
existing  runways  and  taxiway  systems,  to  make  the  airport  a 
safer  and  more  efficient  one  to  operate. 

These  improvements  include  taxiway  systems,  improved 
runways,  new  control  tower,  a  new  approach  and  landing  system, 
and  new  aircraft  parking  aprons  for  the  larger  aircraft,  i 

The  third  specific  requirement  is  to  be  able  to  handle 
the  ground  access  for  166,400  vehicles  a  year  on  a  peak  day. 
To  accomplish  this,  the  expansion  system  includes  more  curb- 
side  loading  and  unloading,   increased  garage  parking,  increased 
remote  parking,  improved  highway  access,  and  additional  short- 
time  parking  facilities  at  the  airport. 

Of  particular  importance  to  the  efficient  operation  of  our 
airport  as  a  regional  transportation  facility  is  the  provision 
for  increased  highway  access.     Currently  the  airport  has  access 
directly  off  the  Bayshore  Highway  at  Millbrae  Avenue,  where 
there  are  main  entrance  roads  coming  directly  to  the  terminal, 
and  at  San  Bruno  Avenue  into  the  airport  roadway  system.  There 
is  access  through  Millbrae  Avenue  to  El  Camino  and  there  is 
also  access  along  that  roadway  up  to  the  Junipero  Serra  Freeway 
that  goes  up  and  down  the  Peninsula,  and  the  El  Camino  Real  and 
Bayshore  Freeway.     By  1985  a  major  addition  to  the  regional 
highway  system  as  far  as  it  would  affect  San  Francisco  Inter- 
national Airport  will  be  the  construction  of  Interstate  380, 
which  is  currently  completed  about  to  this  point  here  (indicati 
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and  shortly  contracts  will  be  let  to  carry  it  down  to  that 
Bayshore  Freeway. 

This  facility  will  tie  together  these  three  major  arteries 
that  go  up  and  down  the  Peninsula,  providing  direct  access  into 
the  San  Francisco  Airport  by  parallel  freeway  facilities  adja- 
cent to  the  Bayshore  Freeway,  and  according  to  the  Regional 
Airport  Systems  Study,  the  total  capacity  of  the  roadway  systems 
then  coming  into  the  San  Francisco  Airport  will  be  approxi- 
mately some  198,000  vehicles  on  a  peak  day,  which  is  greater 
than  the  demand  that  we  envision  for  1985. 

Now,  based  upon  the  criteria,  the  following  detailed  listii 
of  the  projects  included  in  the  program  is  presented  for  your 
consideration.     To  assist  in  understanding  each  of  the  projects 
in  relationship  to  the  overall  program,  the  presentation  will 
be  separated  into  the  following  functional  divisions:    We  will 
be  talking  about  a  Northern  Terminal  Complex,  an  East  Terminal 
and  a  South  Terminal  Complex.    We'll  be  talking  about  Terminal 
Support  Facilities  that  relate  to  those  three  terminal  complexes 
Then  we  are  talking  about  our  Ground  Transportation  Complex  and 
support  facilities  for  it.     Then  our  Air  Developments, 
Land  S-i*«,  and  then  the  overall  airport  service  facilities. 

Also,   in  some  of  the  project  listings  you  will  see  we  have 
separated  into  phase  I  and  Phase  II.     As  was  mentioned  previous L 
this  program  has  been  going  on  since  1967,  and  a  number  of  the 
projects  have  been  completed  and  approximately  $40  million  worti 
of  work  has  been  either  completed  or  is  currently  under  way. 

Phase  I  represents  those  projects  that  have  been  completed 
or  are  underway  up  to  this  time;  Phase  II  represents  projects 
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that  will  be  underway  from  this  point  on  until  1981. 

Just  as  a  frame  of  reference,   the  photo  on  your  left  in- 
dicates the  level  of  development  of  the  San  Francisco  Airport 
in  1967.     This  at  a  different  angle  is  an  aerial  view  which  was 
taken  a  few  months  ago,   indicating  this  is  where  we  are  now 
(indicating) . 

First  of  all  —  well,  one  more  point  we  have  as  another 
schematic  frame  of  reference  here,  this  represents  a  configura- 
tion of  our  new  terminal  complex  as  it  will  be  when  completed, 
and  the  terminal  roadway  go  around  here   (indicating) .    We  have 
the  existing  South  Terminal,   the  Central  Terminal,  which  will 
be  known  as  the  East  Terminal,  and  the  North  Terminal  Building, 
which  is  currently  under  construction  now. 

A  new  garage  facility,  passenger  distribution  center 
(indicating) .     So  as  we  go  through  these,   I  hope  to  be  able 
to  relate  these  schematics  to  the  various  projects  as  we  go 
through  it . 

We  begin  with  the  North  Terminal  Building,  which  is  the 
terminal  building  with  the  fwme-l  gate,  the  place  where  the 
aircraft  will  park  right  along  in  front  of  the  building,  and 
the  passengers  will  board  directly  from  the  building.  Three 
satellite  boarding  areas,  here,  here  and  here  (indicating), 
with  connectors  to  the  terminal  and  sidewalk  connectors  to  the 
terminal.     Projects  included  in  the  North  Terminal  Complex  are 
listed  in  the  chart  on  the  left,  the  main  one  being  the  terminal 
structure  itself  at  some  $28  million,  and  the  boarding  area  and 
connectors  at  some  $19  million.     It  is  indicated  that  some  of 
the  work  is  underway  and  the  North  Terminal  foundations  will  be 
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completed  in  the  fall  of  this  year,  and  the  North  Terminal 
structure  will  be  advertised  for  construction  about  the  middle 
of  this  year  and  completed  in  197  5.    And  finally,   the  boarding 
area  connectors  will  be  completed  in  1978. 

This  is  the  rendering  of  the  front  of  the  North  Terminal 
Building  from  the  second  level  roadway;  we  have  our  two-level 
roadway  systems  and  this  will  he  your  departure  level  (indi- 
cating), where  the  people  will  get  off  and  go  into  the  building 
This  is  a  picture  of  the  North  Terminal  foundation  which  is 
under  construction,  taken  a  few  months  ago,  and  since  this  time 
we  have  proceeded  much  further  and  we  have  slabs  poured  in  the 
basement;  and  this  shows  the  foundation  here  and  piling  (indi- 
cating) . 

As  a  frame  of  reference,  in  the  upper  left-hand  corner  you 
have  the  second-level  roadway  and  you  will  see  the  depth  of  the 
basement . 

Also,  as  part  of  this  project  are  the  provisions  that  were 
made  for  the  BART  access  underneath  this  building.  This  repre- 
sents the  beams  spanning  the  place  where  the  future  BART  tunnel 
will  come  under  that  building. 

The  next  listing  is  on  the  East  Terminal  Complex,  and 
represented  on  the  map  here  it  includes  the  present  Central 
Terminal  Building  with  four  new  #itr.nei.  gates,  two  satellite 
boarding  areas  with  connectors  to  the  terminal,  and  frontal 
gates  along  the  northeast  and  southeast  court. 

A  frame  of  reference  with  our  existing  terminal,  this  is 
our  existing  Central  Terminal  Building,  which  will  be  remodeled 
and  new  boarding  areas  built  on  the  apron  to  become  the  Eactorn 
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Complex. 

MR.  MC  DONNELL:     Excuse  me,  Tom.     Will  you  put  that  pictur- 
back  (indicating)? 

When  you  say  there  you  are  having  additions  of  gates?  As 
soon  as  they  are  built,  the  other  two  are  torn  down? 

MR.  BERTKEN:  Correct. 

MR.  MC  DONNELL:     Show  what  is  torn  down  in  the  picture  on 
the  left. 

MR.  BERTKEN:     Both  of  these  piers  here  will  be  removed 
(indicating) . 

The  projects  included  in  the  East  Terminal  Complex  include 
remodeling  of  the  building  and  modifying  it,  at  some  $12,800,00[ 
The  funnel  gates  and  the  boarding  areas,  E,  F,  and  the  connector 
the  total  cost  of  the  East  Terminal  Complex  is  $25,500,000. 

The  work  will  be  going  underway  beginning  in  '76  through 

1978. 

Now,  next  is  the  South  Terminal  Complex,  which  includes 
the  terminal  building  with  funnel  gates,   four  satellite  boardin: 
areas  with  connectors  and  sidewalk  connectors  to  the  East 
Terminal,  shown  in  this  map  here;  boarding  area , board ing  area 
(indicating);  and  also  shown  in  a  frame  of  reference,  an  aerial 
shot  of  our  existing  terminal   (indicating) . 

Additions  to  the  existing  South  Terminal  are  frontal  gates 
for  parking  aircraft,  built  along  the  face  of  the  building  here; 
a  new  Rotunda  A,  which  you  can  see  under  construction  here, 
part  of  our  existing  Phase  I  project,  and  this  pier  here  will 
be    rebuilt,  as  well  as  a  portion  of  this  pier  (indicating). 

This  is  a  listing  of  the  projects  in  that  South  Terminal 
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Complex  anH  will  total  some  $58,3  50,000. 

Boarding  Area  A  has  been  under  construction  since  1971 
and  will  be  completed  in  the  fall  of  this  year.   Phase  I  project 
(indicating) . 

Phase  II  project  will  begin  in  1974,  the  South  Terminal, 
West  Addition:  and  the  South  Terminal  Addition  frontal  gates; 
and,  actually,   in  fact  on  into  1981,  we'll  be  constructing 
Boarding  Area  B  and  connector  B-C,  the  final  project  in  this 
program  (indicating). 

There  is  a  picture  of  —  three  pictures  of  the  constructio 
as  it  existed  about  a  month  or  so  ?<go  for  the  Boarding  Area  A, 
Now,  as  I  mentioned,   for  those  terminal  complexes  there  are 
support  facilities  that  go  along  to  make  these  terminals  fully 
functional,   including  central  utilities,  provisions  for  moving 
of  baggage  in  these  buildings  and  through  the  buildings,  people 
mover  systems,  and,  as  you  see  here,  moving  sidewalks. 

The  projects  included  in  the  terminal  support  facilities 
are  the  $5  million  central  heating  and  cooling  units,  and  peopl 
mover  equipment,  and  the  total  of  terminal  support  facilities 
would  amount  to  $20,350,000.     The  construction  costs  will  be 
implemented  as  they  occur  over  the  life  of  the  construction 
work  that  we  have  reviewed,  so  far  as  they  represent  items  that 
are  included  in  the  work,  as  certain  portions  of  the  work  are 
completed. 

Now,  the  ground  transportation  complex  is  the  next  item, 
and  includes  the  central  parking,  structure,  the  passenger  dis- 
tribution center,  new  control  tower,  short-term  parking,  and 
facilities  for  rental  cars. 
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This  is  a  picture  of  the  existing  garage  structure,  which 
represents  this  portion  on  our  slide  right  now,  and  it  is 
expanded  to  cover  the  complete  area  within  the  inside  area  ring, 
(Indicating.) 

And  this  is  a  section  of  the  terminal  tower  which  rises 
some  200  feet  in  the  air  with  a  new  control  tower  to  control 
the  operations  of  our  airpKJrt. 

This  is  a  rendering  of  the  central  garage  structure  which 
will  have  a  central  open  area,  which  when  used,   it  is  a  place 
location  for  people  using  the  .garage  to  orient  themselves  and 
make  it  a  little  easier  for  people  to  operate  in. 

And,  also,  we  envision  it  as  one  of  the  esthetic  highlights 
of  our  terminal  complex  inasmuch  as  it  provides  for  an  open 
garden  area  inside. 

This  side  on  the  left  represents  one  of  the  court  areas, 
that  is  as  it  exists  right  now;  and  short-term  parking  facilitis 
will  be  constructed  on  the  deck  over  the  top  of  this  courtyard, 
so  we  will  have  two-level  parking  areas  in  eacih  of  these  courts 
(indicating) . 

This  is  a  listing  of  the  projects,  the  major  one  being  the 
garage  addition  itself  at  some  $28  million,  and  the  total  cost 
of  the  ground  transportation  complex  will  be  $57,867,000. 

Projection  schedules  are  shown,  and  phase  I  is  the  existing 
level  on  the  existing  garage  and  the  addition  of  a  fifth  level 
on  the  existing  garage   (indicating) . 

The  addition  itself  is  tended  into  the  end  of  1976,  the 
total  complex  being  completed  in  the  latter  part  of  1978. 

The  support  facilities  for  the  ground  transportation  center 
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represent  the  terminal  roads,  the  approach  roadway  graphics, 
signs,   landscaping,  rapid  transit  access  to  the  complex,  people - 
mover  equipment,  and  traffic  for  the  garage. 

This  slide  showing  our  terminal  roadway  systems,  taken  fro^ 
the  Central  Terminal  Building,  and  some  existing  graphics,  whici 
we  will  be  replacing  with  the  completion  of  our  terminal 
facility. 

Another  view  of  our  elevated  road  system,  two-level  road 
systems,  one  serving  the  arriving  passengers  at  the  lower  level, 
and  the  departing  passengers  at  the  upper  level  (indicating). 

This  is  a  listing  then  of  the  projects  included  in  the 
San  Francisco  Airport  terminal  facilities,  $32,862,000.    And  one 
again,  as  support  facilities,  they  pretty  much  extend  over  the 
total  period  of  the  expansion  program  schedule. 

Now,  on  the  air  side  we  have  improved  air  taxiways,  new 
approaches  and  air  navigation  aids.     And  the  work  would  involve 
pretty  much  the  area  that  is  shown  here  and  represents  the 
facilities  for  landing  of  airplanes,  as  we  see  here. 

One  of  the  projects  represents  the  paving  of  the  existing 
runway  here  that  was  constructed  some  four  or  five  years  ago. 
It  shows  why  we  were  able,  when  we  want  to,  to  expand  our 
terminal  facilities  for  the  new  wide-bodied  planes  like  the 
DC-10  shown  here.       It  shows  one  of  the  apron  areas  around 
Rotunda  A,  the  current  boarding  area  that  is  well  under  con- 
struction.   All  this  concrete  in  the  area  around  the  aprons  is 
constructed  to  a  thickness  of  sixteen  to  eighteen  inches. 

The  listing  of  the  program  on  the  air-side  area  is  broken 
down  into  two  phases.     Phase  I,  as  I  mentioned,  are  those 
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completed  already,  and  they  are  listed  on  this  chart  as  well 
as  on  the  schedule  shown  here   (indicating).     The  Phase  II  pro- 
jects,   then,  the  major  ones  would  be  the  paving  of  Runway -2ifR- 
extensions  at  $2,9  million;  the  North  Terminal  aprons  at 
$4  million;  and  the  total  air-side  area  improvements,  $46  milli 

The  construction  schedule  shown  on  the  slide  here  on  your 
right. 

Land-side  facilities  are  those  airport  buildings,  land- 
reclaimed  fill  from  which  revenues  are  produced,  revenues  to 
pay  for  the  land  development  costs  involved  here.     It  represent 
the  area  west  of  Bayshore,  seaplane  harbor  and  north  area  fill, 
which  is  completed  already  (indicating) .     The  facilities  that 
are  involved  are  shown  on  the  slides  here  as  they  come  by  you 
on  your  left-hand  side. 

This  slide,  showing  the  harbor  and  hangar,  the  type  of 
facility  to  be  constructed  on  these  leased  lands  made  available 
to  the  airlines,  one  indicating  Pan-Am  cargo  building,  main- 
tenance hangar  and  airline  hangars  and  so  on  (indicating). 

The  projects  included  are  broken  down  into  Phase  I  and 
Phase  II.     The  north  area  has  been  completed  and  included  in 
Phase  I,     In  Phase  II  we  have  the  west-of-Bayshore  utilities 
and  so  on,  at  $10  million;  utility  roads  in  that  area,  some 
$2,5  million;  and  the  total  of  these  projects  represents  some 
$19,356,000  to  be  constructed  on  the  schedule  shown  here  on 
your  right. 

Airport  facilities  that  are  required  to  service  the  entire 
airport  include  utilities,  sewage  and  industrial  waste  treatmen 
plant,  service  roads,  administrative  maintenance  and  fire-crash 
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facilities.  Some  have  been  completed  already,  including  the 
new  sewage -treatment  plant,  as  shown  here  on  Phase  I,  (Indi- 
cating.) 

The  Phase  II  projects  total  the  sum  of  $24,33  5,000,  and 
the  major  items  are  the  industrial  waste  treatment  plant  at 
some  $2,5  million;  the  administration  facilities,  automatic 
control  systems,  at  $5  million  apiec^  r  and  frontage  road  widen- 
ing at  $2.5  million.     These  are  scheduled  to  be  begun  at  the 
present  time  and  extend  on  through  1^77, 

The  total  expansion  program  as  far  as  projects  listing  is 
shown  over  on  the  left.     The  total  project  costs  amount  to 
$318,220,000,     These  projects  will  be  constructed  generally  as 
shown  on  the  schedule  here  on  the  right.     The  work  that  began 
in  1968  will  be  completed  by  1981.     The  total  program  budget 
summary  represents  an  amount  for  the  relocation  in  connection 
with  our  existing  tenants  as  we  move  around  the  building  to  new 
boarding  areas  and  new  facilities  on  our  existing  terminal 
structures.     It  represents  program  contingency  funds.     It  repre 
sents  services  which  include  salaries  and  wages  of  the  airport 
staff  as  well  as  the  consultants  who  are  going  to  design  and 
plan  the  construction  of  this  $390  million  program. 

In  conclusion,  I  would  like  to  state  that  the  project 
which  you  have  just  reviewed  and  which  together  forms  San  Fran- 
cisco International  Airport  Expansion  Program,  will  provide 
services  and  facility  demands  of  air  travelers  into  1985,  and 
also  a  draft  of  the  Environmental. Report  has  been  prepared  for 
the  Airport  Commission,  local  and  State  agencies  and  interested 
citizens'  groups. 
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in  this  draft  report  thero  are  listed  the  significant 
effects  on  the  environmental  quality  question,  both  positive 
and  adverse,  with  the  conclusion  that  the  proposed  expansion 
program  provides  for  increased  travel  demands  while  minimizing 
adverse  environmental  effects  on  the  area. 

Thank  you  very  much. 

MR.  MC  DONNELL:     Next  we  will  have  Mr.  Walter  E.  Gilfillan 
present  Director  of  the  Regional  Airport  Systems  Study. 

MR.  GILFILLAN:  Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  on  behalf  of 
the  Association  of  Bay  Area  Governments  to  appear  before  the 
San  Francisco  Airport  Commission  and  tell  you  very  briefly  abou|t 
the  airport  studies  conducted  here  in  the  San  Francisco  Bay 
Region  for  the  last  four  years,  and  very  briefly  the  highlights 
and  findings  of  that  study. 

Work  began  in  1967  to  1969  in  a  preliminary  way,  and  look- 
ing at  the  forecast  of  projections  of  what  might  come  to  the 
San  Francisco  Bay  Area  and  nine  counties,  and  trying  to  foresee 
what  that  growth  might  mean  in  terms  of  airline  passengers,  car 
movement,  and  general  aviation  aircraft  ownership. 

Work  that  was  done  preliminarily  included  an  evaluation 
on  the  noise  impact  and  further  questions  on  the  general  impact 
on  the  Bay  Region  on  plant  and  animal  life,  and  included  the 
human  habitat.  There  were  conducted  a  series  of  five  public 
hearings  in  the  San  Francisco  Bay  Region,  and  at  that  point 
in  this  study,  before  any  kind  of  plan  was  proposed,  we  got  a 
rather  sizeable  amount  of  input  from  the  public  on  the  issues 
that  they  saw  in  the  various  communities  in  the  nine  Bay-county 
region.     Those  issues,  I  might  highlight,   including  filling  of 
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the  bay,  and  the  issues  included  noise,  air  quality,  growth 
pattern,  and  included  some  concern  about  the  future  air  trans- 
portation in  the  region  and  the  ability  to  serve  future  demands 
and  also  the  shipment  of  some  rather  key  commercial  products, 
and  which,   if  I  recall  one  particularly,  was  the  cut  flower 
shipment. 

The  study  committee  which  the  association  had  operating 
at  that  time  heard  and  saw  an  accumulation  of  information  from 
technicians  who  dealt  in  aviation  areas,  who  were  concerned 
about  the  environment  effect,  and  a  very  specific  body  of  in- 
formation from  public  testimony  arc?  from  many  organizations 
and  individuals  in  the  Bay  Area  counties. 

They  looked  over  a  large  range  of  alternatives  concerning 
the  airports  that  existed  here  in  the  Bay  Area  and  the  large 
number  of  general  aviation  airports  owned  by  the  cities  and 
counties . 

They  also  looked  at  several  other  alternatives  that  had 
been  proposed  in  the  past,  and  v/hich  were  proposed  in  public 
hearings.     The  alternatives  included  a  range  from  new  airport 
sites  located  at  the  Travis  Air  Force  Base,  Hamilton  Air  Force 
Base,  an    east  contra  Costa  County  site,  a  site  proposed  for 
the  mid-Bay  for  the  San  Francisco  Airport,  and  a  site  in  the 
so-called  Hollister  area.     And  also  a  new  site  that  had  been 
suggested  by  the  City  Airport  Administration  in  the  Agnew-Alvis 
area  of  the  Santa  Clara  County. 

Having  looked  at  quite  a  v/ide  range  of  alternatives  and 
having  looked  at  the  question  of  regulations,  this  committee 
made  the  final  recommendation  in  the  executive  committee  in  the 
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summer  of  this  year,  cihd  recommended  the  final  principal  points 
in  it:  that  noise  is  a  principal  issue  for  concern  and  should 
have  some  specific  restraints  placed  upon  it  as  to  projects 
which  are  to  be  developed  in  the  future;  and,  as  a  matter  of 
criteria,  the  committee  recommended  the  adoption  of  State  noise 
regulations  in  the  State  of  California,  having  noise  as  being 
a  major  criteria;  and  they  recommended  that  no  projects  should 
be  developed  in  the  Marin  County  area  unless  that  criteria  is 
met. 

They  adopted  similar  criteria  with  respect  to  the  air 
emission,   the  quality  questions  that  are  being  adopted  or  alrea 
existent,  air  quality  standards,  and  Federal.     

Having  done  that  and  looked  at  the  various  options  that 
are  available,  the  conclusion  was  that  the  best  available 
option  at  this  point  in  time  was  the  expansion  of  the  existing 
facilities.     Major  emphasis  for  expansion  was  placed  on  metro- 
politan Oakland  international,  where  the  largest  growth  rate 
was  recommended.     A  significant  growth,  doubling,  was  recom- 
mended for  San  Francisco  international,  and  a  significant  growt 
was  recommended  for  San  Jose,  with  the  specific  constraint  that 
the  growth  that  was  finally  recommended  there  is  substantially 
below  the  market  that  is  projected  for  that  area.     Which  means 
that  a  substantial  diversion  of  San  Jose  and  Santa  Clara  pas- 
sengers would  take  place  to  the  San  Francisco  International  and 
to  the  Oakland  Metropolitan  Airport. 

They  also  envisioned  the  beginning  of  a  remote  terminal 
location,  airport  location,   in  the  joint  use  of  the  Travis  Air 
Force  Base,  which  has  been  negotiated  by  the  County  of  Solano. 
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Passenger    numbers  that  were  recommended  finally  by  that 
committee  in  an  action  of  November  30,  1972:     31,000,000  pas- 
sengers at  the  San  Francisco  International  Airport  by  the  year 
1975;  24,000,000  passengers  at  the  Oakland  Airport  the  same  dat 
10,000,000  passengers  at  San  Jose.     Specifically,  the  service 
point  at  Travis  Air  Force  Base,  with  the  joint  use  of  the  mili- 
tary, was  shown  at  6,000,000  passengers  a  year  annually?  and 
5,000,000  left  over  for  the  north  Bay  service  point  at  either 
Hamilton  Air  Force  Base  or  the  Napa  County  Airport. 

That  very  briefly  is  the  highlight  of  that  study,  and  the 
findings  made. 

Thank  you  very  much. 

MR.  MC  DONNELL:     Thank  you. 

The  next  speaker  is  Mr.  McKronsage. 

MR.  MC  KRONSAGE:     Regarding  the  San  Francisco  Internationa 
Airport  Environmental  Impact  Report  of  January  1973,  the  follow 
ing  comments  are  submitted  by  the  Air  Transport  Association  on 
behalf  of  our  member  airlines  and  all  certificated  carriers 
serving  San  Francisco  international  Airport. 

The  regional  studies  conducted  by  ABAG  recommended  maxi- 
mizing the  use  of  existing  airports  instead  of  developing  new 
major  facilities  for  scheduled  service.     The  improvements  pro- 
posed for  San  Francisco  international  Airport,  to  be  iraplemente 
by  increments,  represent  the  basic  foundation  of  system  maximum 
Prohibiting  the  improvements  proposed  for  this  airport  would 
have  an  adverse  effect  upon  the-  environment  surrounding  San 
Francisco  International  Airport  and  the  entire  Bay. 

The  airlines  recognize  that  the  need  to  protect  and  preser 


our  natural  environment  is  of  concern  to  all  citizens.     As  I 

i 

corporate  citizens,  our  member  airline  companies  have  an  obliga- 
tion to  operate  in  a  manner  that  will  preserve  the  quality  of 
life  as  well  as  insure  the  health  and  economic  well-being  of 
future  generations.     The  airline  industry  is  devoting  great 
increments  of  engineering  time  and  m.oney  to  the  improvement  of 
operating  procedures  and  equipment  designed  to  be  environmentally 
acceptable . 

In  this  connection,   it  should  be  aoted  that  the  first 
generation  of  jet  aircraft  engines  resulted  in  cleaner  exhaust 
emissions  by  about  400  percent  over  piston,  reciprocal  engines. 
The  second  generation  of  jet  aircraft  engines  now  in  production 
and  standard  on  all  new  air  carrier  jet  aircraft  provides  ap- 
preciably cleaner  emissions  than  the  jet  engines  produced  in 
the  1960-1965  period. 

Continuing  technological  improvements  in  aircraft  engine 
emission  is  now  being  programmed.     At  present  as  measured  in 
passenger  miles,  aircraft  transportation  is  many  times  cleaner 
than  automobile  transportation  is  expected  to  achieve  by  1975. 

From  the  standpoint  of  noise  emissions,  there  has  been 
great  improvement  over  the  initial  jet  aircraft  engines  used 
in  the  early  1960 's.     Current  wide-body  jets  meet  Federal  Air 
Regulation  Part  36.      Continuing  engineering  studies  sponsored 
by  the  Federal  government,  FAA  and  NASA,  as  well  as  those 
sponsored  by  airlines  and  engine  manufacturers,  provide  assurance 
that  jet  aircraft  engines  of  the  future  will  be  appreciably 
quieter  than  current  FAR  regulations. 

In  view  of  the  foregoing,   scheduled  air  carriers  are 
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confident  that  the  environmental  impact,  only  one  factor  of 
the  San  Francisco  international  Airport proposed  expansion 
program,  will  be  acceptable  as  measured  by  reasonable  community 
requirements . 

Concurrently  with  other  Bay  Area  development,  San  Francisc 
International  Airport's  expansion  program  will  provide  the 
necessary  facilities  which  are  reruired  by  the  city  and  its 
surrounding  communities  to  meet  the  level  of  air  transportation 
which  the  Association  of  Bay  Area  Governments  has  deemed  neces- 
sary and  advisable. 

Therefore,  the  airlines  support  the  adoption  of  the  pro- 
posed plan.     Thank  you, 

MR.  MC  DONNELL:     Thank  you. 

The  next  speaker  is  Mr,  Gil  Bailie,  San  Francisco  Ecology 
Center . 

MR.  BAILIE:     Mr.  Chairman  and  Commissioners: 

Gentlemen,   I  hoped  to  be  later  on  in  the  agenda  because 
my  remarks  will  deal  v;ith  some  of  the  specifics  to  which  we 
are  objecting,  but  in  order  not  to  delay  it,   I  will  go  ahead. 

The  Ecology  Center  is  opposed  to  this  project  but  the  poin 
I  would  like  to  raise  today  goes  to  the  philosophical  base  of 
development  in  this  region  of  experience.     I  know  of  many  other 
people  that  will  speak  to  the  specifics  of  this  particular 
development,  and  so  I  won't. 

Some  of  the  proposed  developments  that  we  have  dealt  with 
in  the  last  few  years  have  befen  so  myopic  that  we  have  felt 
that  perhaps  the  people  who  made  those  proposals  did  not  really 
understand  the  ramifications  of  the  proposals.     And  the  monumen 
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environment  impact  of  this  proposal  makes  us  once  again  want  to 
assume  a  general  unawareness  on  the  part  of  those  that  are 
making  this  proposal,   for  there  is  a  scale  of  environmental 
impact,  but  unfortunately  that  is  not  the  case  here. 

In  the  May  1972  issue  of  the  Chamber  of  Commerce  publica- 
tion, we  found  out  the  Chamber  was  not  only  knowledgeable  about 
the  overall  impact  of  this  development  but  they  were  exerting 
an  almost  remarkable  —  I  would  say  almost  giddy  optimism  — 
about  the  consequences  of  this  proiect,  the  very  consequences 
that  the  environmentalists  feel  are  so  threatening  to  San  Fran- 
cisco and  the  Peninsula, 

We  have  reason  to  believe  that  the  Chamber  and  the  Airport 
Commission  are  not  totally  out  of  touch  with  each  other  on  this 
issue . 

As  rich  in  material  as  that  Chamber  article  is,   I  will  not 
quote  from  it  except  to  quote  the  title  and  the  sub-topic,  or 
the  topic  headings  of  that.     I  will  point  out,  however,  that 
the  article  itself  deals  with  the  commercial  development  of 
the  Peninsula,   in  frank  journalistic  style,  since  1950,     I  don' 
want  to  characterize  the  details  of  the  project,  but,  as  I  said 
I  want  to  characterize  the  assumptions  that  underlie  this 
development.     So  I'd  like  to  quote  to  you  the  title  of  the 
article  and  the  topic  or  sub-topic.     The  title  of  the  article 
was,    "Airport  Activity  Touches  Nearly  Everyone,"    That  title, 
which  they  think  is  a  step  forward  —  the  Chamber  —  we  whole- 
heartedly support  the  implications  of  that.     However,  there  is 
more . 

The  first  subject  or  topic  —  there  are  three  —  the  word 
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"impact,"  followed  by  six  large  boldface  dollar  signs.  Now, 
that  might  have  something  to  do  with  why  this  Environmental 
impact  Report  on  this  project  has  been  handled  in  such  a  cavali 
fashion. 

The  second  topic  or  sub-topic  in  bold  print  is  "Gear  Up 
For  Growth."     I  remind  you,  this  is  1972. 

And  the  third  in  big  bold  print  is,   "Has  Prestige."  That 
part  deserves  comment.     It  is  precisely  that  attitude  that  is 
eating  the  heart  out  of  the  environmental  integrity  of  the  Bay 
Area.     It  is  an  inaccuracy. 

Now,  the  point  that  I  want  to  mention:    We  all  know  —  we 
now  know  how  this  development  will  affect  the  empty  hotel  rooms 
in  San  Francisco?  how  it  will  affect  Verba  Buena,  how  it  will 
affect  downtown  highrises;  and  how  it  will  affect  Peninsula 
property  values:  how  it  will  affect  precious  open  sites  and  how 
it  will  affect  traffic  on  the  Bayshore  Freeway.     What  we  do  not 
know  and  what  we  have  not  asked  ourselves  is  how  it  will  affect 
our  children. 

Fifty  years  from  today  there  will  be  children  in  San  Bruno 
San  Mateo  and  San  Francisco,  young  children  trying  to  grow  up. 
And  they  will  be  trying  to  grow  up  without  drugs  and  without 
delinquency  and  without  bitterness.    What  kind  of  world  are  the; 
going  to  grow  up  in? 

So  the  question  I  have  for  the  commission  today,   for  all 
of  us  to  think  about  —  and  it  is  not  a  question  that  deserves 
a  response  right  now,   it  deserves  reflection.     This  question 
is:     What  is  it  that  we  want  so  badly  that  we  are  willing  to 
sacrifice  so  much  of  our  children's  future  to  get? 
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Thank  you. 

MR.  MC  DONNELL:     Thank  you. 

The  next  is  Sally  Cooper. 

MS.  COOPER:     I  am  a  resident  of  Woodside  and  represent  the 
Loma  Prieta  Chapter  of  the  Sierra  Club.    My  special  interest 
in  this  instance  is  the  failure  of  the  Environmental  Impact 
Report  to  inform  the  public  and  government  officials  of  the 
full  implications  of  the  San  Francisco  Airport  expansion.  The 
EIR  falls  short  of  fulfilling  its  requirements  in  many  areas. 
The  gravest  omission  is  perhaps  the  failure  to  assess  the  impacjt 
of  the  expansion  plans  of  SFIA  as  a  part  of  a  larger  regional 
airport  system  upon  the  communities  in  the  Bay  Area. 

In  fact,  the  EIR  states  that  no  new  conditions  are  expectejd 
to  be  imposed  on  the  environment , 

The  multiplier  effect  of  such  a  planned  expansion  of  air- 
ports in  terms  of  population  pressures  with  attendant  congestion 
on  the  highways,  air  pollution,  noise  and  greater  stress  upon 
the  present  resources  of  the  communities  is  therefore  not  treat|e 
at  all  adequately  by  this  report. 

The  underlying  assumption  in  the  report  that  growth  is 
going  to  occur  has  also  prevented  the  contractor  from  looking 
at  the  alternative  possibility  of  planning  an  airport  system 
for  a  stabilized  population,  one  that  will  serve  the  existing 
Bay  Area  communities.     What  would  be  the  economic  impact  of  not 
expanding  the  SFIA  to  serve  a  larger  population  than  is  presentf 
living  here? 

Another  question  I  would  like  to  ask  for  consideration  by 
this  commission  is:     What  would  be  the  optimum  population  withiJr 
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the  Bay  Area  to  be  served  by  the  airport  system?     Does  the 
proposed  expansion  program  for  SFIA  improve  the  quality  of 
life  for  those  communities  it  serves?     in  what  way  is  the 
quality  of  life  improved  for  the  communities  in  the  Bay  Area? 

In  attempting  to  answer  these  questions  for  myself,  I  was 
unable  to  find  in  the  final  PiASS  or  the  EIR  any  information 
which  would  permit  affirmative  answers. 

The  expansion  plans  for  SFi:\  cannot  realistically  be 
evaluated  out  of  the  context  of  expansion  programs  for  the 
entire  Bay  Area  Regional  Airport  System,     The  Regional  Airport 
System  in  turn  cannot  be  planned  except  as  an  integral  part  of 
a  comprehensive  transportation  system  designed  to  serve  the 
best  interests  of  the  communities. 

Are  there  alternatives  to  expanding  the  SFIA  which  would 
serve  the  public  at  less  cost?     In  considering  the  cost  factor 
I  would  include  the  cost  of  natural  resources,   fuel,  air,  water 
quality.     Given  the  limited  supply  of  oil  reserves,   is  air 
transport  the  most  economical  and  conserving  means  of  transport 
ing  persons  and  cargo?    Ho^«;  much  of  the  critical  supply  of  fuel 
is  required  for  air  transport  as  compared  to  rail  or  bus  or 
other  means  of  rapid  public  transit? 

The  impact  upon  the  region  of  the  increase  in  air  passengei 
from  less  than  20,000,000  to  72,000,000  a  year  would  indeed 
be  significant.    Add  to  this  the  projection  of  general  aviation 
private  planes  are  expected  to  increase  from  3,800  to  11,000 
by  1985,  accounting  for  10,000,000  takeoffs  and  landings  at 
Bay  Area  airports.     The  total  impact  of  increased  numbers  of 
flights  upon  the  environment  in  terms  of  noise  alone  would  be 
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enormous-    When  the  EIR  states  that  no  new  conditions  are  ex- 
pected  to  be  imposed  on  the  environment,   they  are  misleading 
the  public  and  not  fulfilling  the  requirements  for  an  Environ- 
mental Impact  Report, 

Following  this  basic  assumption  of  no  impact,   the  report 
fails  to  treat  the  effect  of  increased  popxjlation  pressure  upon 
the  communities  within  the  region  resulting  from  a  projected 
expansion  of  over  16,000,000  air  passengers  per  year  at  SFIA. 
The  anticipated  increase  is  from  the  present  15,000,000  to 
31  or  32,000,000.     Does  this  increase  represent  the  demand  for 
greater  air  travel  on  the  part  of  the  present  population  or  is 
it  calculated  to  meet  a  hoped-for  demand  for  tourist  trade, 
conventions  and  future  hotel  development? 

This  projected  increase  in  air  passengers  would  put  in- 
credible pressure  on  the  surface  transportation  systems  alone, 
not  to  mention  housing  and  other  needs  and  services  and  re- 
sources from  the  surrounding  communities.     If  the  airport  plans 
to  expand  the  Dresent  parking  facilities  to  accommodate  five 
times  the  present  number  of  cars,  and  if  BART  fully  functioning 
serves  no  more  than  12  to  18  percent  of  passengers  and  employee! 
what  would  be  the  impact  upon  Bayshore,  which  is  already  an 
overburdened  and  congested  highway?     Pressures  to  add  more 
highways  and  the  Southern  Crossing,  both  of  which  have  been 
vehemently  opposed  by  citizens  of  the  area,  would  be  intense. 
What  would  be  the  response  to  such  pressure? 

As  a  result  of  the  proposed  expansion,  in  what  way  would 
noise  be  reduced  and  the  quality  of  air  improved?  Any  growth 
in  number  of  flights  will  increase  noise  and  air  pollution. 
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both  of  which  need  to  be  drastically  reduced  from  the  present 
levels  to  improve  the  quality  of  life  in  this  region. 

In  a  recent  county-wide  survey  conducted  for  the  Environ- 
mental Quality  Coordinating  Council  of  San  Mateo  County,  over 
40  percent  of  those  polled  felt  the  environment  of  San  Mateo 
County  was  deteriorating,  mainly  from  over -population,  pollutio 
and  congestion.     EIR,  over  50  percent  said  that  the  effects  of 
aviation  on  the  environment  were  of  greater  concern  to  them 
than  air  travel  availability  and  quality.    Air  and  noise  pollu- 
tion, as  well  as  population  levels,  were  of  highest  concern. 

Medical  journals  are  full  of  statistics  on  the  stress 
caused  by  noise  and  population  pressures  in  our  urbanized  and 
urbanizing  areas.     Given  assurances  of  economic  livelihood,  I 
am  certain  the  overwhelming  majority  of  persons  in  the  Bay  Area 
want  to  see  an  improvement  in  the  quality  of  life,  not  more  of 
the  same  kind  of  development  with  its  attendant  pollution, 
noise  and  deteriorating  conditions. 

Government  agencies  charged  with  planning,   in  this  case 
the  transporat ion  system.,  should  have  people  living  in  the 
communities  they  serve.     Therefore,  I  believe  the  commission 
should  address  itself  to  the  question:    Will  expanding  the 
airport  improve  the  quality  of  life  for  the  communities  served? 
Does  it  fit  into  a  comprehensive  transportation  plan  for  the 
Bay  Area,  designed  to  serve  an  optimum  population? 

Because  of  a  shortage  of  time,   I  would  like  to  comment  on 
the  specific  inadequacy  in  the  *:iR  on  treating  the  noise  impact 
from  aircraft  upon  residents  in  surrounding  communities.  San 
Mateo  County,  as  well  as  Santa  Clara  County,  has  been  badly 
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affected  by  noise  from  aircraft  at  the  existing  level  of  opera- 
tions in  the  region.     Legal  actions  against  airlines  have  been 
taken  and  surely  with  any  increase  in  noise  disturbance,  future 
legal  actions  by  residents  and  communities  must  be  expected. 

When  the  FAA  made  a  major  re-routing  of  aircraft  in  August 
1969,  directing  the  departures  for  Los  Angeles  to  pull  back  fro 
the  ocean  and  fly  directly  over  residential  communities  on  the 
Peninsula  as  well  as  routing  over  200  arrivals  over  these  same 
communities,  the  protests  and  outrage,  plus  a  legal  suit,  re- 
sulted in  the  FAA  changing  the  flight  pattern  back  over  the 
ocean  and  distributing  the  arrivals  more  equitably  along  the 
Peninsula . 

The  impacted  areas  of  noise  from  aircraft  includes  all  of 
south  San  Mateo  County,  not  only  the  communities  immediately 
adjacent  to  the  airports.    Woods ide,  Portola  Valley,  Menlo  Park 
Los  Altos  Hills  are  specific  areas  that  have  suffered  adversely 
from  the  over-flights  of  jets  from  SFIA.     The  impact  upon  these 
communities  has  not  been  treated  in  this  report. 

What  would  be  the  effect  on  these  communities  of  an  ex- 
panded airport  system?     I  would  like  to  cite  from  testimony 
given  in  San  Jose  by  Dr.  Marjorie  Evans,  chemical  physicist, 
consultant  on  noise  impact  upon  communities,  and  a  practicing 
attorney  in  Palo  Alto. 

Dr.  Evans  asserts  that  the  reports  dealing  with  noise  app>e! 
to  be  deliberately  calculated  to  give  an  impression  that  the 
noise  from  the  airport  and  aircraft  is  much  lower  than  it  is 
in  actual  fact.     The  complete  report,  RASS,  and  the  EIR,  are 
misleading  in  reporting  on  the  impact  of  noise  upon  communities 
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near  airports  or  residents  living  under  the  traffic  patterns 
of  aircraft  over-flights. 

The  report  also  implies  that  irhe  CJ7EL  level  of  65  is  a 
generally  accepted  noise  level  in  residential  and  educational 
zoned  areas.    This  is  not  true,  she  asserts. 

Since  the  report  does  not  explain  what  65  CNEL  decibels 
means,  an  example  of  a  situation  which  would  be  rated  at  65 
CNEL  would  be  the  following,  and  I  quote  from  Dr.  Evans'  testi- 
mony : 

"One  flight  every  six  minutes  between  7:00 
a.m.  and  10:00  p.m.,  with  each  flight  having 
a  noise  burst  equivalent  to  a  diesel  truck  or 
motorcycle  fifty  feet  away  and  traveling  at 
maximum  highway  speed,  with  a  noise  peak  of 
about  87  dba . " 
That  would  mean  being  subjected  every  six  minutes  for 
fifteen  hours  a  day  to  the  noise  equivalent  of  a  diesel  truck 
roaring  past,  fifty  feet  distant,  at  seventy  miles  an  hour. 

This  decibel  level  has  been  cited  often  by  physicians  as 
being  that  which  over  a  prolonged  period  of  time  would  cause 
permanent  hearing  damage. 

This  report  does  not  even  address  itself  to  the  much  lower 
level  of  noise  which  is  irritating,  disturbing,  and  destructive 
to  enjoyment  of  the  environment. 

Dr.  Evans  also  points  out  that  northern  California  communi 
ties  in  general  set  50  dba  as  the  maximum  tolerable  outdoor 
noise  for  residential  areas. 

Furthermore,  it  was  stated  in  a  report  to  the  State  Depart 
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ment  of  Public  Health  during  the  1971  legislature  that  the  leva 
accepted  by  California  residents  is  approximately  40  dba  by 
day  and  30  dba  by  night.     This  is  clearly  much  lower  than  the 
87  dba  which  is  a  rough  measure  of  the  effect  of  65  CNEL  in  one 
typical  airport  situation. 

I  hope  that  the  commission  is  aware  that  the  recent  Cali- 
fornia court  decisions  and  actions  by  the  Federal  DOT  confirm 
the  basic  responsibility  of  the  airport  operator  for  damages. 
The  owner  and  operator  have  power  to  control  and  have  the  res- 
ponsibility for  damages. 

In  conclusion,  I  urge  upon  you  that  the  noise  section  of 
this  EIR  is  not  satisfactory,   in  that  it  fails  to  give  an 
accurate  and  comprehensive  view  of  the  actual  noise  impact  on 
residents.     Such  a  report  should  not  be  relied  upon  in  making 
the  decision  for  continued  expansion  and  development  of  the 
airport  system. 

Thank  you. 

MR.  MC  DONNELL:     Thank  you  very  much. 
The  next  speaker  is  Susan  Smith. 

MS.  SMITH:    May  I  ask  that  Robert  Scrofani,  the  President 
of  San  Francisco  Tomorrow,  speak  before  me? 
MR.  MC  DONNELL:  Certainly. 
MS.  SMITH:     Then  I  will. 
MR.  MC  DONNELL:     Are  you  on  the  list? 
MR.  SCROFANI:  Yes. 

Gentlemen,   I  won't  speak  to  you  on  the  details  of  the  re- 
port as  has  been  supplied  to  you  by  Gil  Bailie  of  San  Franc iscc 
Tomorrow,  of  which  I  am  President.     We  are  much  more  concerned 
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with  the  underlying  philosophy  — 

MR.  MC  DONNELL:     If  you  would,  give  us  your  full  name 
first? 

MR.  SCROFANI:    Yes.     I  am  E.  Robert  Scrofani,  President 
of  San  Francisco  Tomorrow.    We  are  an  urban  active  environmenta 
group  and  we  have  about  700  members  in  the  City  and  County  of 
San  Francisco.    We  do  a  lot  of  things,   including  action  on  the 
environmental  report  on  Verba  Buena  —  or  lack  of  one  —  and 
which  has  now  been  appealed  to  the  United  States  Supreme  Court. 

I  am  afraid  you  folks  who  run  these  commissions  keep  us 
pretty  happy,  busy,   if  a  busy  man  is  happy  —  coming  to  these 
commission  meetings  to  try  to  prevent  destruction  of  the  enviro 
ment  by  public  agencies. 

Now,  it  seems  that  more  destruction  of  the  environment 
is  caused  by  public  bodies  than  by  anything  an  individual  can 
do,  and  you  haven't  asked  the  key  question,  after  you  have  put 
out  all  these  pretty  charts  with  pictures  and  numbers :    Do  we 
really  want  it? 

San  Francisco  Tomorrow,  gentlemen,   is  concerned  about  the 
environment  and  we  will  walk  anyplace,  we'll  leaf  through  any- 
thing, go  to  as  many  hearings  as  you  can  have,  and  we  will  take 
you  to  court  if  necessary,  but  we'll  oppose  growth  on  this 
basis  without  a  reasonable  understanding  of  what  the  hell  it 
really  means  to  people  who  have  to  live  here. 

Now,  you  have  ignored  the  feelings  of  most  of  us  on  every 
key  issue:     the  Southern  Crossing,  the  Panhandle  Freetrfay,  againi 
the  coastal  issue,  every  issue  that  affects  human  beings  that 
live  in  this  area.     l  thought  Gil  vas  marvelous  when  he  said 
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the  Chamber  of  Commerce  had  its  little  dollar  signs  out,  becaus 
that  still  seems  to  be  the  mentality  of  most  Americans  and  most 
of  the  people  in  the  administration  of  this  particular  agency, 
as  well  as  this  particular  city. 

Now,   I  sometimes  feel  you  haven't  listened  to  us  for  the 
last  ten  or  fifteen  years  when  we  have  opposed  and  voted  agains 
all  kinds  of  other  funds,  and  we  want  to  voice  now  at  this  stag^ 
We  don't  want  to  read  any  FTP.  that  proposes  a  large  package. 
We  want  to  sit  down  with  your  experts  and  ask  those  questions 
before  they  get  into  any  project. 

And  we'll  tell  you  now  —  unfortunately,  we  passed  this 
separate  commission  before  we  read  it  carefully  and  learned  tha|t 
you  have  revenue  bondability,  because  if  that  issue  had  come 
earlier,  you  would  have  failed  to  get  your  separate  commission. 
But  the  PUC  is  worse  than  you  are,   I  am  afraid,   so  we  gave  the 
PUC  separate  poivers. 

But  we'll  oppose  you  unless  there  is  a  full  Bay  Area  hearif" 
on  this  issue  with  full  participation  by  not  only  our  own 
citizens  but  the  citizens  of  all  the  Bay  Area  counties  affected 

Thank  you. 

MS.  SMITH:     I  am  Susan  Smith,  a  Board  member  of  San  Fran- 
cisco Tomorrow  and  Regional  Affairs  Chairman. 

Rather  than  assume  the  purpose  that  this  commission  serves 
I  will  ask  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  to  state  what  purpose  the  Airport 
Commission  is  to  serve  and  who  does  it  serve? 

MR.  MC  DONNELL:     Right  now,   if  you  would  like  to  have  that 
in  writing,   it  would  be  well  to  issue  a  copy  of  our  Charter, 
and  that  would  give  you  the  full  powers  and  full  purpose  of  thils 
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commission. 

VThat  I  would  like  to  do  is,   if  you  would  go  on  with  your 
remarks  concerning  the  subject  vre  have  before  us  — 

MS.  SMITH:    Well,  as  I  say,   I'm  not  sure  if  you  are  servi 
one  group  of  residents  or  citizens  or  the  City  and  County,  and 
perhaps  you  assume  you  represent  the  airlines  or  commercial 
development  in  this  city.     I  thought  that  it  might  be  a  good 
question  to  ask:    Who  do  you  represent,  on  the  Airport  Commis- 
sion?   What  is  your  consistency? 

MR.  MC  DONNELL:  I  think  if  we  were  to  start  on  this  type 
of  thing,  we  could  go  all  day, 

I  think  it  might  be  a  good  idea  if  you  were  to  go  ahead 
with  your  remarks. 

MS.  SMITH:     Then  the  next  question  is:    What  further 
hearings  will  you  hold  if  you  should  find  the  impact  statement 
adequate?    Will  you  need  approval,  and  how  will  you  gain  it 
from  FAA,  MTC  and  the  Department  of  Aeronautics? 

MR.  MC  DONNELL:    As  far  as  the  purpose  of  this  meeting, 
to  get  input  in  order  that  this  final  report  and  draft  of  it 
which  we  have  now,   it  is  to  complete  all  of  the  information 
that  we  would  receive  here.    And  for  us  to  review  that  before 
there  is  any  approval  or  moving  ahead  on  our  expansion  program, 

MS. SMITH:    Well,  are  all  these  agencies  usually  required 
to  approve  — 

MR.  MC  DONKIELL:     I  am  sure  we  will  follow  on  the  legal 
steps  that  are  necessary  for  any  type  of  approval  that  we  may 
need. 

MS.  SMITH:    Will  you  acquaint  the  public  as  you  take  these 
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steps  with  other  agencies? 

MR.  MC  DONNELL:     Certainly.     Everything  that  is  done  con- 
cerning any  of  the  airport  business  id  done  here  by  monthly 
meetings . 

MS.  SMITH:    Well/   I  don't  want  to  turn  this  into  a  challen 
but  I  must  say  that  I  have  asked  three  or  four  times  to  be  on 
the  Airport  Commission  agenda,   for  receiving  the  agenda,  and  I 
only  have  received  it  once.     So  I  do  t"r  ink  that  people  who  are 
interested  —  l  think  there  are  going  to  be  more  who  remain 
interested  from  now  on  —  so  I  really  should  receive  that. 

MR.  MC  DONNELL:  Well,  I'll  be  happy  to  send  this  to  you 
and  that  is  certainly  an  area  of  the  office,  to  make  sure  you 
get  it. 

MS.  SMITH:     The  last  question,  then,   is:    VThat  approval 
do  you  need  from  the  Board  of  Supervisors  if  this  money  is  to 
be  raised  through  a  bond  issue? 

MR.  MC  DONNELL:     Excuse  me? 

MS.  SMITH:    What  approval  do  you  need  from  the  Board  of 
Supervisors  of  San  Francisco  if  the  money  is  to  be  raised 
through  a  bond  issue  that  appears  on  the  ballot? 

MR.  MC  DONNELL:     Let's  take  the  second  part.     First, it 
does  not  appear  on  the  ballot  as  far  as  a  bond  issue,  a  revenue 
bond  issue.     That  can  be  passed  by  this  commission  and  then 
goes  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors  for  their  review  and  pass  or 
disapproval. 

A  VOICE:    What  was  that?     I  couldn't  hear  that. 

MR.MC  DONNELL:     Pardon  me? 

A  VOICE:     I  couldn't  hear  your  last  couple  of  words. 
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MR.  MC  DONITELL:    Well,  it  goes  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors 
for  review  and  action. 

MS.  SMITH:    Well,  the  question  that  is  not  covered  at  all 
in  the  impact  statement  is  the  actual  financing  of  these 
revenue  bonds  and  the  interest  costs  and  the  statement  of  the 
airlines  that  they  will  indeed  provide  their  credit.     I  think 
that  is  a  situation  that  evolves  here. 

MR.  MC  DONNELL:    Well,  you  can  be  sure  that  before  any 
building  is  done  at  the  airport,  before  there  is  any  further 
expansion,   that  will  be  taken  care  of  with  proper  financing. 

MS.  SMITH:    Well,  we  voted  $1  million  worth  of  bonds,  I 
think  that  was  on  the  ballot,  and  I  think  we  now  have  something 
like  $300  million  more  of  bonds  necessary,  and  you  are  saying 
that  these  $300  million  will  be  revenue  bonds,  which  don't  come 
before  the  voters  and  which  you  will  not  or  have  not  to  this 
day  provided  us  with  any  background  as  to  the  degree  with  which 
the  airlines  have  participated. 

MR.  MC  DONNELL:    Well,  any  building  program  and  revenue 
bond  issue  v;ould  go  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors  and  would  be 
heard  prior  to  this  at  our  meeting?  all  of  the  figures  will  be 
presented  and  justified,  any  revenue  bonds  that  would  be  re- 
quested.    And  not  only  the  revenue  guaranteed  by  agreement  with 
the  airlines  involved,  but  also  the  estimates  of  the  income 
from  concessions. 

MS.  SMITH:  Well,  can  the  public  begin  to  see  those  kinds 
of  agreements  and  details  in  terms  of  the  public  airlines  sup- 
port of  that  bond  issue? 

MR.  MC  DONNELL:     Certainly,  at  our  meetings  they  will  all 
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be  reviewed,  just  as  this  is  reviewed  today. 

MS.  SMITH:     I  do  happen  to  have  some  articles  in  the  file 
here  in  which  the  airlines  have  had  great  difficulty  in  that 
they  claim  that  in  actual  fact  the  bonds  voted  by  the  munici- 
palities are  under  very  little  control  as  far  as  they  are  con- 
cerned.    And  that  their  future  to  them  is  quite  worrisome,  and 
I  can  give  you  that  article. 

MR.  MC  DONNELL:     Thank  you. 

MS.  SMITH:    To  go  on,  then,  the  expansion  we  would  like  to 
strongly  encourage  is  your  knowledge  of  what  is  and  what  is  not 
a  worthy  Environmental  impact  Report.     This  process  requires 
full  disclosure  of  what  airport  growth  will  do  to  the  city  over 
the  long  run.     it  asks  what  are  the  undesirable  consequences, 
and  at  what  cost  to  the  environment  and  to  the  general  good? 

For  example,  the  New  York  Times  in  a  survey  of  the  financi 
plight  of  most  American  cities  observed  if  present  trends  con- 
tinue, most  cities  will  be  bankrupt  at  some  point  in  this 
decade. 

What  is  the  financial  burden  which  may  befall  the  city  if 
this  expansion  project  fails  to  find  sufficient  users?    The  197i 
Airport  Development  Act  requires  economic,  environmental  and 
social  considerations  in  any  expansion  plan.     Where  are  your 
figures  and  statements  —  which  I  referred  to  earlier  —  that 
the  airlines  will  guarantee  these  bonds,  and  what  kind  of 
revenue  can  be  generated  to  pay  off  these  bonds,   interest  cost, 
and  return  to  this  city  the  profits  which  our  long  years  of 
investment  deserve? 

As  one  who  has  witnessed  the  government  take-over  of 
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passenger  train  travel  and  the  reduction  of  the  American  pas- 
senger fleet  to  two  vessels,   I  read  the  following  editorial 
with  alarm: 

"January,   1972,  San  Francisco  International 
Airport  is  already  planning  against  the  day 
when  freight  becomes  as  important  economically 
to  the  airlines  as  it  has  long  been  for  the 
railroads." 

Will  the  airlines  continue  to  handle  a  commodity  as  un- 
wieldy as  a  passenger?    Will  the  airport  debt  overwhelm  them? 

In  the  environmental  statements  and  all  of  these  discus- 
sions of  the  three  freeway  capacities  and  the  stresses  and 
volume,  there  is  no  mention  at  all  of  the  2,000,000  pounds  of 
cargo  and  how  it  is  to  be  transported. 

Physicians  in  the  city,   like  Dr.  Charles  Lebo,  assert  that 
the  Bay  Area  population  is  already  beyond  its  optimum  total. 
I  believe  that  the  dying  momentum  of  growth  in  air  travel  can 
be  absorbed  for  the  best  interest  of  the  entire  Bay  Area  at 
Oakland  Airport;  at  a  very  small  cost  in  terms  of  public  invest- 
ment that  airport  can  expand  to  handle  from  the  present  2,000,0< 
users  some  9,000,000  users  without  filling  the  Bay  or  adding 
a  runway. 

Furthermore,   it  is  in  the  public  interest  for  the  ports 
and  airports  of  San  Francisco  and  Oakland  to  cooperate  in  every 
way.     Not  only  is  present  competition  childish,  but  we  always 
seem  to  lose.    Note  that  the  passengers  who  move  from  San  Fran- 
cisco to  Oakland  Airport  leave  room  for  some  growth  in  tourism 
and  pleasure  travel. 
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Over  the  long  term»  high  speed  train  service  to  points 
in  California  akin  to  the  service  available  in  Japan  would  save 
the  Bay  Area  from  the  rack  and  pain  of  massive  airport  develop- 
ment as  proposed  here  today. 

The  assumptions  made  by  RASS  and  this  environmental  report 
in  terms  of  population  growth  and  freeway  capacity  are  feeble, 
and  disproved  by  actualities,  since  are  now  into  the  third 
year  of  the  15-year  development  projection.  The  past  five-year 
growth  rate  has  been  2.6  percent.  If  you  study  pages  2-65  and 
2-73  in  the  impact  report,  the  statistical  impossibility  of 
adequate  freeway  capacity  is  evident.  Anyone  who  drives  Bay- 
shore  now  knows  that  at  31,000,000  passenger  trips,  an  estimate 
166,400  airport  autos  on  a  peak  day  is  an  impossibility,  Deman 
for  new  freeways  will  be  clamorous. 

After  all,  will  the  east-^y>;est  route  called  380  serve  pas- 
sengers coming  from  any  part  of  the  East  Bay,  or  will  it  be 
convenient  for  the  large  population  living  along  the  access  of 
the  Bayshore,   from  Hayward  up  to  contra  Costa?     That  380  is  not 
going  to  serve  them. 

It  is  jolting  to  compare  the  complacency  with  which  the 
airport  expansion  is  going  forv^ard  with  headlines  and  key  para- 
graphs in  news  stories  and  articles.     Here  are  a  few. 

Let's  compare  the  State  Department  of  Finance  estimates 
of  population  growth  of  some  700,000  newcomers  over  a  12 -year 
period  to  your  proposed  15,000,000  new  air  passengers  in  the 
same  period,  when  in  actual  fact  San  Francisco  and  Los  Angeles 
rank  49th  and  50th  in  terms  of  passenger  growth  over  the  past 
five  years. 
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To  quote  from  the  ABAC  Environmental  Study  for  RASS, 
"This  basic  assumption  that  the  human 
population  will  grow  as  predicted  in  the 
ABAC  regional  plan,  1970  to  1990,   is  the 
most  fundamental  concept  to  be  questioned 
from  an  ecological  viewpoint." 

The  ABAC  -  RASS  Environmental  Report  goes  on: 

"It  is  ecologically  vital  to  realize  that 
no  population  can  continue  to  increase  in- 
definitely in  a  given  area.     Therefore,  it 
may  well  be  time  to  plan  to  stop  growth,  not 
plan  to  accept  more,  or,  worse  yet,  to  en- 
courage it." 

Your  air  passenger  projection  seems  to  have  spiraled  off 
into  an  orbit  of  its  own,  unrelated  to  the  significant  decline 
in  overall  population  growth. 

The  airline  travel  industry  is  becoming  very  aware  of  the 
pollution  of  people  and  tourism,  and  the  sometimes  tragic  im- 
pact on  fragile  cultures.     The  President  of  .^erican  Airlines 
is  quoted  February  13,  1973,   in  Travel  Weekly,  as  saying, 
"Our  airports  and  airways  are  also  scarce 
resources.     We  are  nearly  out  of  capacity  at 
New  York,  Los  ^.ngeles  and  San  Francisco,  and 
many  other  large  cities.     Because  of  problems 
of  ecology,  new  airports  are  not  being  built 
in  these  areas:,  -and  it  is  unrealistic  to  be- 
"         lieve  that  they  ever  will  be  built  there  or 
encouraged  to  expand." 
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Mr.  Spater  judges  that  San  Francisco  is  nearly  out  of 
capacity,  but  you  plan  to  expand  the  airport  from  15,000,000 
users  to  31,000,000.     On  February  9th  a  Dale  Champion  article 
about  Mr.  Rickelhaus  states: 

"The  Bay  Area  will  need  some  kind  of 
controls  on  transportation  to  meet  the 
requirements  of  the  Clean  Air  Act." 
Yet  your  environmental  impact  shows  a  100  p>ercent  increase 
in  auto  use  when  present  volume  is  already  too  much  by  air 
quality  standards. 

And  still  another  comment  on  natural  resources  availabilit 
An  article  in  the  Examiner  two  v;eeks  ago  begins, 

'    "A  California  business  executive  was  on 
a  non-stop  flight  from  New  York  to  San  Fran- 
cisco recently,  when  to  his  great  surprise 
the  airplane  touched  do^'^n  in  Cleveland  because 
of  the  severe  jet  fuel  shortage  at  New  York, 
making  it  necessary  to  refuel  at  another 
airport. " 

And  still  another  kind  of  problem  for  airport  expansion, 
from  the  Los  Angeles  Times,  January  26,  1973: 

"Clifton  Moore  of  the  Los  Angeles  Airport 
said  that  the  court  decisions  and  other  de- 
velopments related  to  the  airport  have  in- 
creased the  city's  exposiire  to  airport  suits 
to  a  possible  $5  billion." 
What  will  San  Francisco's  liability  be  increased  to  by 
your  $400  million  expansion  plan? 


1 

2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 


45 


Finally,   I  would  like  to  make  a  random,  brief  selection 
of  a  few  of  the  omissions  from  the  environment  imxsact  statement 
If  you  have  a  copy,  I  would  like  to  ask  you  to  follow  along. 

First  of  all,   in  terms  of  environmental  cost  pattern, 
there  is  no  assessment  of  earthrruake  and  tidal  wave.     That  I 
could  not  find  anywhere.     Others  have  spoken  out  very  strongly 
onthis  point,  the  extreme  unreliability  of  bay  fill,  and,  of 
course,  the  environmental  cost    pattern,  this  $380  million 
being  gobbled  is  something  one  worries  about. 

(Reading  from  statement,  inaudible.) 

MR.  MC  DONNELL:     Thank  you. 

The  next  speaker  will  be  Bernice  Oakley  from  the  Bay  Area 
League  of  VJoraen  Voters. 

MS.  OAKLEY:     I  represent  the  Bay  Area  League  of  Women 
Voters,  composed  of  5200  members  — 

MR.  MC  DOTTNELL:     I  wonder  if  you  could  speak  a  little 
louder,   if  possible. 

MS.  OAKLEY:     The  Bay  Area  League  of  Women  Voters  is  com- 
posed of  5200  members  in  22  Leagues  in  the  nine-county  Bay  Area 

The  League  has  followed  closely  the  RASS  study  for  the 
past  two  and  a  half  years,  and  we  are  rather  pleased  to  see 
the  innovations  and  modes  of  moving  people  who  will  utilize 
this  expansion. 

However,  there  are  several  concerns  that  the  League  would 
like  to  emphasize.     Because  filling  up  the  bay  is  such  an 
irrevocable  step,   it  is  an  iri>eversible  step  and  we  would  urge 
that  in  the  expansion  of  the  San  Francisco  Airport  that  the 
bay  fill  be  kept  at  a  minimum. 
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Expansion  of  the  San  Francisco  Airport  will  bring  about  a 
greater  automobile  congestion,  and  we  believe  that  there  must 
be  positive  steps  for  alternative  modes  of  transit  for  access 
to  the  airport. 

The  land  around  the  airport  should  be  carefully  controlled 
so  that  all  social  and  environmental  costs  are  considered. 
There  should  be  close  coordination  with  land  use  planning  of 
other  development  agencies.     The  State's  standards  for  noise 
and  air  pollution  must  be  adhered  to. 

We  suggest  that  the  Airport  Commissioners  should  work 
closely  with  the  Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission  "for 
better  and  more  coordinated  regional  planning, "  in  view  of  the 
fact  that  these  two  —  these  plans  which  include  the  airport  — 
are  to  January  1974. 

In  order  to  cut  down  the  short-haul  trips,  we  urge  that 
there  be  a  study  for  rapid  ground  transit  between  San  Francisco 
and  Los  Angeles.     This  would  go  a  long  way  to  relieve  automobi 
congestion. 

Thank  you. 

MR.  MC  DONNELL:     Thank  you  very  much. 

Now,  Mr.  Henry  Bostwick,  Executive  Director,  San  Mateo 
County  Development  Association. 

MR,  BOSTWICK:  My  name  is  Henry  Bostwick,  Jr.,  and  I  am 
Executive  Vice  President  and  General  Manager  of  the  San  Mateo 
County  Development  Association,  and  a  personal  remark  previous 
to  my  formal  statement  is  to  the  effect  that,   considering  here 
a  man  my  age  who  was  born  in  San  Francisco  and  whose  father  was 
born  in  San  Francisco  before  him,   I  wonder  where  San  Francisco 
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would  be  today  if  San  Francisco  Tomorrow  was  operating  fifty 
to  one  hundred  years  ago? 

I  am  now  going  into  my  report. 

Ours  is  a  private,  non-profit  organization  made  up  of  Bay 
Area  and  San  Mateo  County  business,   industrial  and  labor  leader 
in  its  nineteenth  year  as  a  leading  industrial  —  economic 
factor  in  the  San  Francisco  Bay  Area,  as  well  as  the  State  of 
California. 

I  am  appearing  before  you  today  to  express  facts  that  you 
gentlemen  are  indeed  aware  of,  the  importance  of  the  San  Fran- 
cisco Airport  to  the  total  economy  of  the  Bay  Area. 

As  you  know,   this  airport  is  the  single  most  important 
industry  in  San  Mateo    County,   providing  the  largest  employment 
base  in  the  county,  and  since  its  Inception  has  played  a  major 
role  in  the  sound,  orderly  growth  pattern  of  the  area.  Without 
it  there  would  be  no  industrial  parks  in  the  area,  without  it 
there  would  be  no  major  retail  centers,  without  it  there  would 
be  less  financing  for  our  schools,   fewer  facilities  that  have 
made  a  contribution  to  the  total  environment  of  the  area. 

The  most  vital  part  of  the  Environmental  impact  Report 
before  you  today  is  contained  on  Page  2-50  to  Page  2-56.  This 
carefully  combines  an  economic  report  on  this  project  with  the 
environmental  considerations,  extremely  important  if  the  total 
socio-economic  benefits  are  being  weighed. 

The  goal  of  any  sound  industrial  development  program, 
particularly  the  one  within  this  development  association,  is 
to  enhance  the  quality  of  life  for  all  people  by  the  generation 
of  productive  employment  opportunities,  by  the  generation  of 
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private  and  public  revenues,  and  by  the  generation  of  t<?chno- 
logic  innovations. 

This  is  what  this  expansion  program  at  the  airport  is  all 
about . 

This  project  as  presented  places  into  focuF  sound,  compre- 
hensive planning  which  is  the  key  to  socio-environmental  con- 
cepts in  today's  society. 

You  hear  a  lot  about  this  environment,     I  have  heard  it 
from  talks  given  throughout  the  country,  on  the  economics  of 
the  environment.     So  what  we  are  talking  about  here  is  the  tota 
environment,  not  only  the  physical  but  the  human  environment 
and  development  of  our  San  Francisco  Bay  Area. 

This  report  advisedly  points  to  the  potential  growth  that 
can  be  expected  at  the  airport  between  now  and  1985.     I  am 
confident  that  members  of  this  commission  know  that  we  in  this 
great  Bay  Area,  as  those  in  previous  generations,  can  accept 
growth.    We  can  prepare  for  it.    We  can  plan  for  it.    And  as 
this  proposed  program  so  adequately  points  out,  we  can  build 
for  it. 

This  expansion  at  the  airport  is  one  way  of  providing 
facilities,  paid  for  as  a  direct  result  of  a  strong  economy 
that  will  enhance  the  total  environment,  and  more  directly  the 
human  environment  which  we  all  desire. 

I  will  defy  anybody  in  this  room  or  anyplace  throughout 
the  United  States  to  deny  that  the  quality  of  life  is  nothing 
more  than  that  the  quality  of  life  begins  with  a  job. 

It  is  extremely  difficult  for  all  boards,  commissions  and 
agencies  today  to  withstand  those,  who  in  their  zealous  effort 
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to  presiamably  protect  our  natural  environment,   fail  to  realize 
the  importance  of  sound  economic  growth  and  the  importance  of 
jobs  in  the  community.     The  time  has  arrived  that  the  dangers 
of  the  no-growth  philosophy  be  thoroughly  understood  and  that 
responsible  people  understand  the  modus  behind  those  who  vocall 
and  somewhat  effectively  continue  to  hammer  away  at  our  social 
and  economic  structure. 

Much  of  the  basic  activity  behind  all  of  this  stems  from 
the  inability  on  the  part  of  some  people  to  accept  change  and 
to  intelligently  prepare  for  balanced  change,  which  is  inevitab 
in  any  community  unless  it  wishes  to  die  and  wither  away. 

These  same  people  find  it  difficult  to  understand  that  the 
threat  to  our  environment  does  not  come  from  more  people.  They 
apparently  cannot  accept  the  fact  that  more  people  need  more 
facilities,  and  the  only  way  these  facilities  can  be  provided 
is  through  a  viable,  flexible  strong  economy.  We  can  no  longer 
be  hampered  by  environmental  doom  peddlers  and  no-growth  pro- 
ponents who,  in  the  name  of  ecology  or  conservation,  are  pressu^ 
ing  local,  state  and  Federal  legislative  bodies  to  adopt  re- 
strictive laws  and  regulations  dangerous  not  only  to  the  insti- 
tutions they  apparently  seek  to  destroy,  but  to  the  consumer 
whom  they  are  presumably  anxious  to  protect. 

We  can  successfully  cope  with  the  problems  of  change  only 
by  accepting  the  fact  that  with  growth  we  can  sustain  the  quali 
of  life  which  we  all  desire.    We  need  not,  like  some  concerned 
with  our  environment,  refuse  to  face  reality,   spend  our  energiek 
on  complaint  and  other  negative  actions,  and  watch  in  dismay 
as  the  quality  of  life  disappears,  as  men  leave  the  area  for  a 
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lack  of  a  fair  job  opportunity  to  support  themselves  and  their 
families,  as  we  become  increasingly  unable  to  provide  necessary 
public  facilities  and  services  because  of  a  dwindling  tax  base. 

The  Environmental  Impact  Report  as  well  as  the  proposed 
entire  expansion  project  embraces  an  intelligent,  encompassing 
programming  destined  to  provde  the  greatest  good  for  the 
greatest  number  of  people  in  the  San  Francisco  Bay  Area.  This 
report  deserves  your  consideration  and  adopt  ion  ^iic>j    j  c 

Thank  you, 

MR.  MC  DONNELL:     Thank  you.  -  ' 

The  next  speaker  is  Betty  Rader.  j 
MS.  RADER:     Mr,  Chairman,   I  am  Betty  Rader,  and  I  live  at 
17  Alta,  San  Francisco.     My  first  reason  for  coming  here  was  to 
see  if  I  could  do  anything  about  the  noise  in  the  Bay  Area.  It 
is  getting  intolerable  if  you  live  in  the  city,  and  to  me  it 
is  already  intolerable  and  I  will  probably  become  one  of  those 
commuters  who  clogs  the  freeway,  sraogging  the  air,  another 
middle-class  taxpayer  who  leaves  the  city.  ff,t.r\-    i  -a-. 

The  report  indicates  that  there  will  be  less  noise  when  we 
enlarge  the  airport  and  have  twice  as  many  passengers  arriving 
and  departing  on  bigger,  heavier  airplanes.     I  hope  the  report 
is  correct,  but  because  of  the  way  statistics  are  juggled  to 
arrive  at  conclusions  in  this  and  other  parts  of  the  report, 
I  sincerely  doubt  if  this  is  going  to  be  true.  -•.tP'.. 

The  terms  are  very  vague.     I  would  like  to  know  what  30 
NEF  sounds  like  in  decibels  and  frequency.     Decibels  are  vague 
enough,  but  I  do  have  a  vague  idea  what  decibels  are.     I  am 
referring  to  Page  12  of  Section  2.     If  someone  could  record 
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this  and  duplicate  the  noise  in  here  for  us,  then  we  would 
know  what  the  report  is  talking  about,  and  you  can  decide  if 
30  NEF  is  acceptable  for  residential  use. 

As  I  read  the  section  on  air  contaminants,  which  uses  very 
strange  assuinptions  for  the  statistics,  T  was  horrified  to  lear 
that  the  aircraft  in  the  Bay  Area  no\^7  dump  121  tons  of  smog  in 
the  atmosphere  every  day,  and  by  1985  the  predictions  are  200 
tons.     I  should  like  to  know  wh\t  that  works  out  in  passenger 
miles  compared  to  passenger  miles  of  a  car.     But  this  is  only 
what  is  dumped  below  3  500  feet  in  the  Bay  Area  shed.     I  want  to 
know  in  particular  about  everything  above  3500  feet. 

You  know  how  after  it  rains  the  air  seems  sparkling  for  a 
day  or  two.     Above  a  certain  level  in  the  sky  it  never  rains, 
it  is  too  cold.     Our  automobile  smog,  as  bad  as  it  may  get,  is 
still  washed  down  by  a  good  rain  and  we  can  start  over  afresh. 
Above  10,000  feet,  t  think  it  is,   it  will  never  rain  and  the 
tons  and  tons  of  exhaust  will  stay  there  circulating  indefinite 
with  the  frozen  monkeys  and  dogs  in  the  various  Sputniks  and 
capsules. 

Now,  I  think  that  we  have  been  having  very  strange  weather 
in  the  last  couple  of  years.     They  have  also  been  having  Strang 
weather  lately  in  Texas,  in  Norway,  and  Thailand.     This  I  know 
personally  from  people  who  were  there.    When  you  add  mud  to 
water  and  keep  adding,  the  water  gets  more  and  more  sluggish. 
When  you  add. soot  and  gases  to  the  wind  and  keep  adding  them, 
I  want  to  know  what  happens. 

I  was  reading  an  article  about  the  astronauts.     It  said 
that  these  very  straight,  very,  very  square  flyboys  after  being 
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on  the  moon,  come  back  to  earth  ardent  ecologists.     Life  as  v/e 
know  it  on  the  earth  is  a  very  tenuous  sort  of  thing.     It  de- 
pends on  a  certain  balance  of  a  little  water  and  a  little 
oxygen.     All  the  smogging  that  goes  on  above  10,000  feet  is 
irreversible . 

I  think  the  basic  philosophy  of  this  report  is  obsolete, 
as  thinking  of  the  world  as  flat.     Section  5  gives  three  alter- 
natives to  the  proposed  development:     Do  nothing,  expand  other 
airports  in  the  Bay  Area,  construct  a  new  airport.     I  think 
that  there  is  only  one  alternative  and  we  have  to  do  it  imme- 
diately:   Restrict  the  use  of  the  San  Francisco  Airport  and 
all  other  airports  as  much  as  we  can  until  we  find  out  what  the 
long  streaks  of  black  exhaust,  and  especially  the  gases  we  can- 
not see  from  every  jet,  are  doing  to  the  upper  atmosphere  where 
the  weather  is  made  and  the  sunlight  is  filtered. 

We  over-eat  and  over-drink  and  over-heat  and  over-reprodu 
We  have  now  got  to  the  point  where  we  are  poisoning  ourselves, 
where  growth  is  a  cancer,  and  we  must  stop. 

Thank  you. 

MR.  MC  DONNELL:     Thank  you. 

The  next  speaker  is  Mr.  Ross  Moro. 

MR.  MORO:    My  name  is  Ross  Moro  and  I  am  going  to  waive 
my  opening  remarks  because  the  attack  on  this  plan  seems  to  be 
much  better  than  I  had  in  mind.     But  I  thought  I  would  point 
out  that  somewhere  in  the  Bay  Area  someone  is  rushing  spring. 
Yesterday  there  were  no  advertisements  in  the  Chronicle  and  the 
Examiner  for  airlines,  except  for  Delta,  who  is  apparently  a 
staunch  advertiser  in  the  Examiner. 
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However,  today  in  the  morning  paper  we  have  not  only 
Western  Airlines,  Delta,  American  Airlines  and  National,  but 
also  a  full  two-page  ad  from  Pan  American.    And  the  same  batter 
of  ads  appears  in  the  afternoon  newspaper. 

I  just  thought  I  would  mention  that  for  the  commission. 

MR.  MC  DONNELL:     Thank  you  very  much. 

The  next  speaker  is  Phil  Thorpe,  Laborers  Local  389. 

MR.  THORPE:    Mr.  President,  commissioners,  and  ladies  and 
gentlemen,  I  am  with  the  Labor  Unions,  and  naturally  we  are 
interested  in  construction.     I  was  also  born  and  raised  in  San 
Francisco  and  my  father  was  born  and  raised  in  San  Francisco. 
I  went  to  school  in  San  Francisco  and  I  started  flying  at  the 
San  Francisco  Airport  in  1930.    We  all  do  those  things,  every- 
body has  a  heritage  in  this  country  —  I'm  Phil  Thorpe  and 
with  the  Labor  Union  in  San  Mateo.  ^ 

They  used  to  write  nice  things  in  advertisements,  and  this 
was  part  of  the  old  days;  when  I  used  to  first  go  there  it  was 
a  grass  field  and  it's  now  grown.     And  I  heard  it  said  today 
that  it  was  a  nice  airport.     I  think  it  is  one  of  the  best  air- 
ports and  they're  trying  to  make  it  the  best  airport  in  the 
United  States. 

If  this  is  done  with  a  reason,  we  can't  take  the  city  to 
the  country,  this  is  impossible.     It's  too  late  and  it's  too 
late  to  pull  the  airport  all  down.     If  people  want  clean  air 
and  clean  water  and  all  things  like  that  and  no  noise,  this  is 
wonderful  and  you  have  to  move.    .You  can't  take  the  city  to  the 
country  and  you  can't  tear  it  down  again.     Now  you  have  an  air- 
port, a  good  airjjort,  and  if  we  are  going  to  take  this  airport 
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and  do  something  with  it,  we'll  have  to  build  it  into  a  first- 
class  airport. 

There  are  a  number  of  things  here.     If  we  don't  do  this, 
we'll  have  a  secondary  airport,  and  this  airport  could  be  the 
best  airport  in  the  United  States,  as    I  stated  before. 

As  far  as  the  approaches  €o  the  airport,  these  are  some 
of  the  finest  approaches  you  can  get  and  not  like  O'Hare  at 
Chicago  and  places  of  that  nature,  where  you  come  in  over  all 
these  buildings  and  all  the  rest  of  it.    You  make  a  long  approa 
here  over  the  San  Francisco  Bay.     It's  a  very  safe  approach,  on 
of  the  safest  approaches  in  the  United  States.     And  also  the 
take-offs.     They  can  make  good  take-offs  and  they  can  make  a 
right  turn  if  they  have  to  and  go  out  over  the  bay  a  little  bit 
It's  not  like  the  old  days  when  they  were  very  low  and  heavily 
loaded  and  if  they  tried  to  make  a  short  turn  they  would  tear 
the  roofs  off  the  place. 

Now  they  go  up  higher  and  get  in  a  safe  altitude. 

And  speaking  aoout  the  landings,   if  they  have  to  come  in 
as  they  do  in  other  cities  where  they  have  bad  approaches  and 
poor  approaches,  and  then  have  engine  problems  like  they  did  in 
landing  that  Navy  jet  in  Alameda,  a  very  unfortunate  thing. 
However,   in  San  Francisco  they  are  very  fortunate  because  they 
can  come  in  very  low  along  the  bay  and  if  they  have  a  power 
failure  they  can  go  into  the  bay  just  like  that  Japanese  air- 
plane did,   if  you  will  recall,  a  short  time  back,  and  landed 
in  the  mud. 

So  that's  what  we're  talking  about,  not  to  tear  down  all 
the  buildings  and  have  the  whole  place  blow  up. 
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So  that  doesn't  make  sense  to  me.     As  I  say,   I  watched 
that  airport  grow  up  from  a  grass  strip  up  to  what  it  is  today 
and  it  is  a  marvelous  thing  and  could  be  a  lot  better. 

Now,  as  far  as  the  fuel  shortage,  I  would  like  to  speak  on 
that  for  just  a  minute.     Right  now  Standard  Oil  is  not  issuing 
any  more  fuel  and  I  think  some  of  you  people  might  like  that. 
It  is  not  issuing  any  more  fuel  to  United  Airlines  and  says, 
"You  have  to  go  on  what  you  had  last  year."    This  is  due  to  the 
environment,  and  you  cannot  build  new  plants  and  modernize  your 
plants  unless  you  take  care  of  the  environment.    And  these 
various  things  you're  trying  to  do,  you're  not  going  to,  because 
you  have  to  do  it  with  the  proper  smog  controls  and  proper 
pure  air,  this  is  what  is  necessary.     But  not  to  say,   "No,  you 
can't  make  any  more,"  and  then  you  have  no  more  fuel  to  run 
your  airplanes,  that  is  what  is  happening. 

Now,   I  am  just  sorry  we  don't  have  all  the  hardhats  up 
here  today.    We  really  had  a  lot  of  them  down  at  Redwood  City 
the  other  day  and  we  won  our  point,  and  we'll  have  them  at  some 
more  of  these  meetings  as  they  come  up,  because  we  can  get  a 
lot  of  them.     And,   folks,  we  are  trying  to  protect  you  as  well 
as  ourselves,  believe  me  we  are.     San  Francisco  is  a  convention 
city  and  it's  been  a  convention  city  for  years.     If  you  have 
no  airport,  how  long  do  you  think  this  will  be  a  convention  city? 
Not  very  long. 

San  Francisco  is  doing  a  lot  better  than  other  cities  with 
Federal  control.     This  means  a. tremendous  amount  of  money  to 
San  Francisco  and  to  the  tax  structure,  and  when  you  deny  it, 
you  are  going  to  get  to  a  spot  where  you  don't  have  the  proper 
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money  to  operate,  which  means  that  all  you  taxpayers  are  going 
to  have  to  come  up  with  more  money.     As  you  know,  there  is  no 
way  in  God's  world  that  you  can  stop  the  government  from  in- 
creasing the  cost,  we  all  know  this.     But  if  we  can  get  some- 
thing that  helps  pay  the  way  —  and  the  airport  has  been  paying 
its  way,  believe  me,  through  bonds  and  through  Federal  subsidies 
which  is  a  great  part  of  it,  and  through  the  monies  that  are 
spent  here  by  people  —  this  is  something  that  y>u  cannot  put 
down  in  factual  figures.    Thousands  and  thousands  of  people 
come  in  here  and  spend  millions  and  millions  of  dollars  in  the 
San  Francisco  Bay  Area,  and  if  you  don't  believe  it,   if  you 
would  shut  it  down  tomorrow,  all  the  restaurant  business  would 
collapse  and  all  your  hotels  would  collapse. 

And  as  I  say,  again,   folks,  you  can't  be  an  ostrich  and 
put  your  head  in  the  ground  and  say  that,    "We're  going  to  make 
this  the  country,"     It's  impossible  to  try,  and  you'll  either 
have  to  move  to  the  country  or  let  the  city  grow  and  we  all 
want  to  see  it  grow  progressively  and  intelligently,  not  with 
just  being  run  over  with  bulldozers  and  digging  the  ground  up. 
We  don't  want  to  do  that,  but  we  want  intelligent  planning, 
and  I  think  you  are  getting  it. 

There  are  some  places,  like  I  think  Westlake,  where  Mr. 
Doelger  was  out  there  and  l  saw  some  people  and  they  said,  "This 
is  terrible."    Well,  now  it's  one  of  the  finest  communities  we 
have  in  the  Bay  Area.     You  get  a  beautiful  expanded  community 
and  I  lived  there  for  some  twenty  years,  and  it's  been  a  nice, 
successful  thing,   but  it  war  intelligently  planned,  and  that  is 
what  we  need. 
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San  Francisco  itself  has  less  than  800,000  people  and  it 
had  less  than  800,000  oeoplc  in  1930 r   it  stayed  the  same.  The 
outlying  areas  have  grown  more,  and  so  San  Francisco,  as  such, 
as  far  as  I  think,  you  have  far  less  noise  level  and  all  the 
rest  of  it,  with  those  jets  at  seven  or  eight  thousand  feet 
by  the  time  they  yet  over  the  city,   than  when  we  had  the  prop 
jobs  that  went  over  at  1500  feet. 

There  are  30,000  construction  workers  on  the  San  Francisco 
Peninsula  working  with  their  families  and  paying  taxes  and 
going  to  school,   just  like  all  of  you  folks,  but  to  say  we'll 
have  this  no-growth  thing,  believe  mo,  when  you  say  no-growth, 
what  does  that  mean?     No  sex?     is  that  what  it  means?  Well, 
that  is  what  you're  talking  about,  and  now  maybe  if  you  have 
no  growth  and  no  sex,  that  night  fix  the  whole  thing.  And 
who  says  no  growth  and  no  sex,  not  me! 

We  have  50,000  workers  in  San  Francisco  and  they  are  home- 
owners and  taxpayers  and  I  wish  you  vjould  take  a  good  look  at 
these  things,   folks,    'cause  remem.ber  that  I  think  we  have  an 
intelligent  plan.     We  want  clean  air  and  we  want  nice  hcanes  and 
we  want  gardens  and  the  rest  of  it.    Vie  don't  want  to  take  and 
just  mar  the  ground,  we  want  intelligent  planning,  and  it's 
like  saying,    "Well,   let's  do  away  with  the  automobile."  This 
is  fine,  but  who  is  going  to  say,    "I'll  do  away  with  m.y  auto- 
mobile."    I  don't  think  most  of  yc^j  folks  will,  because  most  of 
us  came  in  cars  and  not  bicycles  or  horses,  and  we  have  to  face 
the  fact  that  we  can't  say,    "Well,*  we'll  have  no  growth,  no 
sex  and  no  cars,"  and  this  is  wordorful. 

But  I  think  if  you  will  take  a  long  look  and  consider  this 
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then  T  think  we  will  have  intelligent  planning  and  I  think  v;e 
will  have  a  beautiful  airport,  and  wfs'll  havo  a  tremendous 
amount  of  money  for  our  locale  here,  and  we  should  all  try  to 
make  it  be  done  in  the  proper  manner.     I  think  the  lady  that 
spoke  about  the  jets  a  few  minutes  ago,  the  bad  air  the 
higher  altitude,   I  think  she  has  a  real  strong  point. 

And  I  think  that  the  jet  engines  could  be  cleaned  up  bette 
than  they  are,  and  I  think  that  they  do  lay  down  a  layer  and 
I  know  many  times  in  New  York  or  wherever,  any  place  across 
the  country,  their  smog  level  goes  up  to  40,000  feet.  However, 
you  do  have  rains  up  to  25  and  30,000  feet  and  it  comes  down 
in  hail  and  the  rest  of  it. 

But  this  cleans  the  air,   freshens  the  air,  but  I  think  she 
has  a  good  point,   that  the  airlines  should  be  forced  to  clean 
their  engines  up  a  little  faster  than  they  are  right  now.  But 
they  are  working  on  it  and  they  are  getting  bigger  airlines 
which  means  less  planes,  and  so  you  will  have  less  traffic, 
actually,  only  more  people  getting  out  of  them. 

And  we  will  be  getting  less  noise  and  less  traffic,  and 
that  concludes  my  talk. 

Thank  you. 

(Short  recess.) 

MR,  MC  DONNELL:     The  next  speaker  is  Helen  Burke. 

MS.  BURKE:    My  name  is  Helen  Burke,  and  I  am  representing 
the  Sierra  Club,  San  Francisco  Bay  chapter  Conservation  Committ 

Tom  Graf,  an  attorney  for  the  Environmental  Defense  Fund, 
is  unable  to  be  here  today  and  has  asked  that  I  present  their 
general  concern  as  well. 
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Comments  are  directed  to  the  Environmental  impact  Report 
prepared  by  Bechtel  concerning  expansion  at  San  Francisco  Airpoc 
by  1985,  as  recommended  by  ABAG's  Regional  Airport  Systems 
Study  Committee. 

We  feel  this  Environmental  Impact  Report,   like  the  RASSC 
recommendations,  is  single-purpose  agency  self-fulfilling  plan- 
ning.   The  report  in  fact  uses  the  same  numbers  and  language 
of  the  RASSC  report. 

Several  serious  environmental  effects  of  the  planned  ex- 
pansion at  San  Francisco  Airport  are  inadequately  covered  by 
the  report. 

First,  the  key  to  expansion  is  the  assumption  of  anticipats 
growth  in  passenger  traffic.     On  Page  2-73,  the  report  states, 
"An  airport  is  a  public  facility  provided 
to  fill  an  existing  or  projected  public  need." 

Now  there  is  considerable  disagreement  on  what  this  pro- 
jected public  need  is.     For  example,  the  RASSC  recommendations 
are  based  on  a  forecast  of  72,000,000  annual  airline  passengers 
by  1985,  where  the  Air  Transport  Association  forecasts  59,000,03 
Much  of  the  public  testimony  at  the  RASSC  hearings  reinforced 
this  concern.    We  feel  that  the  RASSC  recommendations  and  the 
report  make  a  straight-line  projection  of  growth  without  con- 
sidering the  fact  that  perimeters  affecting  growth  may  change. 

An  excellent  example  of  this  is  the  recent  vote  on  the 
Southern  Crossing,  which  indicates  that  the  general  public  is 
considering  factors  other  than  a  blind  commitment  to  progress, 
such  as  growth -inducing  impact  and  increased  reliance  on  the 
auto,  with  its  attendant  ill??  of  increased  traffi  congestion. 
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more  air  pollution,  more  freeways,  etcetera.  The  report  ignore^ 
these  aspects  of  growth-inducing  impacts 

The  report  considers  that  despite  increased  numbers,  the 
air  pollution  situation  will  be  improved  by  1985,  when  higher 
emission  standards  and  engine  controls  for  autos  and  aircraft, 
respectively,  will  be  in  effect.     Increased  noise  pollution 
generated  by  take-offs  and  landings  is  not  considered.  Seis^mic 
safety  is  not  considered. 

Second,  alternatives  to  airport  expansion  are  not  adequatelL 
considered  by  the  report.     For  example,  nearly  40  percent  of  ai 
trips  generated  in  the  Bay  Area  are  in  the  California  corridor 
from  San  Francisco  to  Los  Angeles  and  San  Diego,     The  report 
does  not  consider  the  alternative  of  high-speed  rail  transit 
in  this  corridor.     Technology  and  a  Federal  funding  mechanism 
are  available  for  construction  of  such  a  line. 

Last  year.  Senator  John  Tunney  introduced  S377,  the  Cali- 
fornia Corridor  Transportation  Act,  to  study  socio-economic 
and  environmental  feasability  of  high-speed  ground  transit 
system  between  Sacramento,  San  Francisco,  Los  Angeles  and  San 
Diego.     Another  alternative  not  mentioned  bv  the  report  is  the 
adoption  of  higher  load  factors. 

Third,  the  report  mentions  that  the  expansion  will  mean 
greater  consumption  of  fuel  by  jets.     However,  the  report  does 
not  consider  this  problem  in  light  of  the  existing  fuel  shortag^ 
problem. 

For  example,  this  winter  some  planes  bound  for  Kennedy  werjs 
unable  to  refuel  there  and  had  to  do  so  at  outlying  airports. 
Since  airplanes  are  less  energy  efficient  than  automobiles. 
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their  petroleum  fuel  requirements  will  increase  proportionately 
with  growth.    The  Office  of  Emergency  Preparedness  in  their 
October  '72  staff  study,  stated: 

"Given  present  concern  over  the  environ- 
ment, fuel  reserves  and  increasing  United 
States  dependence  on  foreign  petroleum, 
optimistic  plans  for  quantum  jumps  in  air 
transportation  and  increasing  dependence 
on  automobiles  in  urban  areas  seem  question- 
able." 

Because  the  EIR  is  based  on  v/hat  we  feel  are  unwarranted 
assximptions  and  because  it  has  not  adequately  considered  the 
above  serious  environmental  considerations,  the  Sierra  Club, 
San  Francisco  Bay  Chapter,  Conservation  Committee,  opposes 
present  plans  for  expansion  at  San  Francisco  Airport. 

We  recommend  to  the  Airports  Commission  that  they  schedule 
a  widely  publicized  public  hearing. 

Thank  you. 

MR.  MC  DONNELL:     Thank  you. 
Now,  Miss  Elinor  Larsen. 

MISS  LARSEN:     My  name  is  Elinor  Larsen,  and  I  live  in  San 
Bruno.     I  guess  the  thing  today  to  do  to  score  your  points  is 
by  saying  you  are  a  native  of  San  Francisco,  and  so  I  will  own 
up  to  that,  and  I  will  also  vote  for  sex.     In  the  environmental 
statement  on  Page  20,   it  lists  a  number  of  communities  that  are 
near  the  Bay  Airport,  and  there 'are  some  —  I  need  my  glasses 
for  this  one  —  there  are  some  298,411  residents  in  these 
communities.     That  is  a  lot  of  people. 
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I  asked  one  of  our  North  County  City  Councilmen  what  he 
thought  of  the  environmental  statement  of  airport  expansion, 
and  his  reply  to  me  v;as  that,   "Have  you  ever  felt  like  you  were 
a  fly  in  the  path  of  a  steamroller?"    And  T  had  to  respond, 
"Yes,  I  do."     I  think  that  is  just  about  the  position  of  those 
of  us  who  live  in  the  north  county, 

I  would  also  like  to  remind  you  gentlemen  lhat  I  think  you 
are  the  drivers  of  the  steamroller,  and  I  hope  you  will  please 
appreciate  us  flies  down  there  in  north  county. 

I  talked  to  the  principal  of  one  of  the  schools  that  is 
near  the  airport  this  morning,  and  he  told  me  that  there  were 
approximately  500  students  in  his  school,  and  they  are  23  per- 
cent of  all  of  the  elementary  students  in  the  City  of  San  Bruno 
He  told  me  that  today,   in  1973,   that  they  lose  47  minutes  of 
their  teaching  day  due  to  airport  jet  noise;  and  that  no  ccm- 
munication  can  take  place,  everything  must  stop. 

And  he  also  told  me  that  this  figure  in  1971  was  32  minute 
every  teaching  day.    And  now  a  teaching  day  for  him  is  330 
minutes,  and  47  minutes  is  approximately  one-seventh  of  the 
teaching  day.     And  500  students  spend  —  let's  see,  they  go 
from  kindergarten  up  to  the  sixth  grade,  on  that  scale.  School 
has  been  open  since  1952  and  it  preceded  any  jet  noise  problems 
at  the  airport,  and  things  have  not  gotten  any  better  for  these 
students  who  must  try  to  be  educated  for  today's  society,  losi 
one-seventh  of  their  instruction  time  because  of  noise  at  the 
airport. 

Now,  as  I  understand  it  from  the  environmental  statement, 
noise  will  be  reduced  by  the  use  of  larger  jets.     However,  thes 
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jets,  some  of  them  are  in  use  and  nothing  better  is  happening 
at  this  particular  school.     In  fact,  it  is  getting  worse. 

I  would  also  like  to  call  your  attention  to  the  fact  that 
the  Air  Transport  Association  in  its  comments  on  the  RASSC 
study,  did  say  that  it  might  be  quite  generous,  your  assuming 
of  a  mix  of  planes  in  1985 .     That  it  might  be  quite  generous 
from  the  point  of  view  that  there  would  be  less  noise  impact. 
Their  statement  was  that  it  might  not  be  economically  feasible 
for  the  airlines  to  replace  planes  at  the  rate  that  the  environ- 
mental statement  assumes. 

I  would  also  like  to  complain,  really  complain  that  there 
was  such  a  short  notice  for  this  hearing,   in  that  there  were 
many  people  who  would  like  to  be  here  today  but  who  first  of 
all  did  not  know  about  it,  at  least  the  people  in  north  San 
Mateo  county.     San  Francisco  is  not  —  I  think  all  of  us  can 
safely  say  that  San  Francisco  is  really  not  as  affected  as  nort i 
San  Mateo  County  by  the  airport. 

I  really  believe  that  it  behooves  this  commission  to  hear 
these  people    who  are  affected  directly  by  the  airport.  For 
instance,  some  three  percent  of  our  population  works  at  the 
airport  and  they  depend  on  it  for  jobs  at  the  airport.  But 
sixty  percent  of  those  people  live  out  of  harm's  way,  somewhere 
else  where  they  don't  have  to  be  bothered  with  the  problems  of 
the  airport.     I  think  that  these  figures  are  important  consider! 
tions . 

Another  problem  with  the  environmental  statement,  it  claims 
that  the  airport  land  use  commission  will  adopt  a  land-use  plan 
that  will  in  effect  remove  the  zoning  conflicts  by  the  year  198  5 


1 

2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 


64 

So  that  there  will  be  no  residential  uses  or  less  residential 
uses  in  heavily  noise  impacted  area.      The  statement,   if  you 
have  read  it,  you  will  see  that  there  are  some  24,000  res identic 
buildings  in  the  heavily  noise  impacted  area  today. 

The  problem  is  that  the  interim  land -use  plan  that  has  beei 
adopted  by  San  Mateo  County,   the  land  use  committee,  specifical] 
makes  provision  for  infilling  and  continuing  residential  uses 
in  the  impacted  noise  area,  so  that  either  the  writer  of  the 
impact  report  or  the  airport  land  use  committeie  doesn't  knoi*/ 
what  each  other  is  doing. 

There  is  a  problem  hnre  and  it  should  be  corrected  in  the 
report  before  it  goes  into  final  form. 

Now,  the  most  important  thing  that  I  would  like  to  call  to 
your  attention  is  the  problem  of  ground  access  way,  which  is 
getting  very  short  shrift  and  not  covered  adequately  in  the 
environmental  statement. 

First  of  all,   it  assumes  that  BART  will  be  constructed, 
that  is  its  first  assumption,     Nov;,  unless  you  finance  that  by 
revenue  bonds  as  you  are  financing  the  airport  improvements, 
I  think  you  are  going  to  have  to  talk  to  the  voters  in  San 
Mateo  County  first,  and  I  understand  that  the  possibility  of 
BART  being  extended  to  the  airport,   to  Menlo  Park  or  to  some- 
where, will  be  on  the  ballot.     Trie  voters  of  San  Mateo  County 
don't  have  a  very  good  track  record  on  things  li-<o  this;  they 
really  don't.     They  t:rned  one  transportation  mcr.  s-jre  do\^rn,  T 
believe  it  was  19  59,  and  it  '^^as  not  per  se  BART. 

But  they  are  kind  of  mavericks  dov;n  there,  and  i  think  you 
are  going  to  have  to  consider  how  you  are  goinq  to  finance  BART 
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if  the  people  of  San  Mateo  County  don't  want  to  pick  up  the 
tab.        It's  a  serious  consideration,  and  since  you  are  depend- 
ing —  rather,  the  environmental  statement  makes  such  heavy 
dependency  on  moving  people  to  and  from  the  airport,  30  percent 
of  them  —  and  that  is  a  very  generous  percentage  —  via  BART, 
I  think  that  you  are  going  to  have  to  do  an  awful  lot  more 
digging  in  depth  on  this  problem. 

Then  I'd  also  like  to  call  yo\ir  attention  to  specifics  in 
the  statement  on  Page     273,  acturi.lly  starting  on  the  page 
previous,  272.     There  are  a  couple  of  stn-tenients  in  here, 
several  stateirents  in  here,  and  if  you  put  them  together,  reall 
really  put  them  together  and  drav;  implications  and  plot  it  out 
on  a  diagram,  you  end  up  with  some  very  interesting  things. 

First  of  all,  it  says  that,   from  the  Table  222,   it  tells 
us  that  there  v;ill  be  166,400  vehicles  per  day,  peak  day  ground 
access  demand.     Then  in  another  section  it  says  that  studies 
have  shown  thr^t  volumes  on  a  Friday  exceed  those  of  an  average 
day  of  the  week  by  25  percent.     The  ground  access  demand  for 
air  travel  on  a  Friday  in  August  is  approximately  50  percent 
higher  than  on  an  average  day  of  the  year. 

Then,  also,   in  another  place  it  says  that  airport  ground 
access  traffic  peaks  between  4:00  and  5:00  p.m.,  when  about 
10  percent  of  the  trips,  daily  trips,  occur.    Now,   if  this  is 
true,  then  the  hourly  peak  will  be  in  August  on  Friday  between 
4:00  and  5:00  in  the  afternoon,  and  that  will  be  10  percent  of 
your  166,400.     Or,   in  other  words,    16,640  cars  a  day  trying  to 
come  and  go  from  the  airport. 

Now,   if  you  graph  this  out  on  paper  —  and  I  don't  know 
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thing  obtains  there. 

It  is  a  serious  problem  and  I  hope  that  once  this  report 
goes  into  final  form,  that  this  area  will  be  completed. 

Thank  you. 

MR.  MC  DONNELL:     Thank  you, 
Nov7,  Mr.  Lindsay. 

MR.  IflNDSAY:     Obviously  we  need  a  moratorium,   not  only  on 
the  construction  of  any  more  freeways  or  accommodations  for 
automobiles,  but  we  also  need  a  moratorium  on  facilities  for 
airports.    And  I  might  add  that  we  have  had  enough  Kaiser it is, 
and  I  had  an  item,  the  laying  of  cement  eighteen  inches  deep, 
and  that  is  quite  a  windfall.     Mow,   T  heard  an  item  mentioned 
in  there  about  $28,000?  for  a  garage.     What  kind  of  a  garage  is 
that  supposed  to  be?    Why  this  magnif leant  City  Hall  was  built 
for  $3  million,  and  with  the  profits  and  construction  in  use 
today  I  don't  think  it  would  run  over  $10  million.     That  is, 
the  price  of  materials  and  labor  which  has  gone  up. 

Now,  let's  go  back  a  little  in  history,  running  back  to  the 
1930 's  —  I  have  been  here  since  1924  —  so  going  back  to  the 
30 's,  there  was  a  project  here  that  was  set  up,  a  survey  for 
putting  in  a  subway  on  Market  Street.     They  were  going  along 
nicely,  and  I  knew  about  it,  I  knew  the  people  who  worked  on  it, 
and  all  of  a  sudden  it  was  stopped.     And  in  a  little  while  they 
began  tearing  up  the  sidewalks,  cutting  them  back  and  turning 
them  into  catwalks  to  accommodate  the  automobiles.    And  that 
is  where  the  nucleus  money  came  from  to  start  this  damned  air- 
port, driving  everybody  crazy  down  there,  putting  up  with  this 
noise.  • 
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Mow,  why  couldn't  that  money  have  been  used  as  intended? 
First  it  was  provided  to  the  ^.iA  and  then  to  the  WPA.  T^^Jhy 
couldn't  that  have  been  turned  into  ~-  why  couldn't  it  have 
been  used  as  it  was  supposed  to  be,  to  construct  the  subv;ay 
under  Market  street?    Hav  many  millions  is  that,  370  million 
or  whatever  it  is?    "^^Thy,  that  is  enough  to  rerail  the  entire 
city.     It  would  restore  our  transportation  back,   it  would  re- 
store the  ferryboats  and  we  could  even  put  in  cur  interurban 
electrics,  and  we  could  even  rerail  the  Peninsula  for  that  kind 
of  money. 

This  seems  to  be  a  rrodel  of  the  Panhandle  Freeway,  the 
Southern  Crossing  and  e'/ery  other  big  morr.'y-making  project  that 
has  been  devised  in  the  last  ten  y^ars,  all  rolled  into  one. 
One  big  gigantic  moneymaking  project     that  is  what  most  of  all 
these  things  are,  anyway,   great  big  moneymaking  projects. 

And  this  gentleman  here  from  S?^^n  Mateo  County,  speaking 
about  growth,  yes.    We've  reached  the  point  where  we've  got  to 
accept  a  declining  population  under  restricted  economy  if  we 
expect  to  survive. 

Speaking  about  19B3  and  1985,  there  won't  be  any  1983  or 
•85  at  the  rate  that  emphysema,  cystic  fibrosis,   lung  cancer  an(3 
those  other  diseases  which  are  connected  with  this  modern  era  - 
if  they  are  going  to  continue  like  this,    there'll  be  no  -- 
we'll  have  reached  the  end  of  that.     Some  of  the  top  ecologistp 
in  our  country  today  have  "^aid  that  v;e  have  reached  the  point 
or  just  about  reached  the  point  of  no  return.     And  some  have 
said  we  have  reached  the  point  of  no  return. 

And  I  know  one  of  the  top  ecologists  —  I  won't  mention 
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his  name,  but  I  have  knovn  'birr  for  some  time  --  he  is  in  the 
Bay  Area  and  he  is  one  of  tho  top  (^cologlst^  on  the  West  Coast, 
and  as  far  as  he  is  concerned,  they  can  toar  down  the  damn 
bridges.     That  was  our  big  mistake.',  building  those  two  bridges. 
That  was  the  biggest  mistake  that  ever  took  place  in  San  Fran- 
cisco, and  the  biggest  cal^^m.ity  th?  t  ever  came  to  San  Francisco 
subsequent  to  the  fire  of  1906,  because  it  opened  up  the  city 
to  the  rat  racers  of  the  outside  world. 

That's  where  the  big  mistake  was,  we  should  have  kept  our 
pattern  of  transportation,  kept  our  streetcars,  and  that  is 
what  that  money  could  have  been  used  for,  the  revenue  bonds. 
And  the  people  that  are  connected  with  labor,  they  don't  have 
to  worry  about  labor,  there's  plenty  of  work  building  railways 
and  building  cars  to  run  on  them,  building  boats  and  doing  all 
this  essential  work  to  get  back  to  a  sane  and  decent  and  non- 
polluting  type  of  transportation  that  we  should  have,  and  that 
we  never  should  have  given  up  in  the  first  place. 

Thank  you  very  much. 

MR.  MC  DONNELL:     Thank  you. 

Mrs.  Jessie  Bracker, 

MRS.  BRACKER:     Mr.   President  and  gentlemen,   I  am  Mrs. 
Jessie  Bracker  of  Millbrae,   I  am  afraid  l  am  going  to  sound  a 
little  selfish,  because  I  only  have  one  small  viewpoint  I  want 
to  mention  to  you. 

Chapter  1,   Page  9,  at  the  top  of  the  page.  Phase  II,  A-9 
and  A-12,  runway  1  L  and  runway •28R  extension.     And  shown  on 
the  next  page.  Chapter  1,  Page  10,  Figure  1-2,  Airside  Area 
Projects.  • 
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Chapter  1,   Page  19,  states: 

"No  new  conditions  are  expected  to  be 
imposed  on  the  environment. " 
Appendix  to  Page  19,  under  Airside  Area  Projects,  Phase  II, 
project  description: 

"A-9,  runway  1  L  extension  --  extension 
of  runway  1  L  approximately  750  feet  at 
its  south  end  to  develop  sufficient  runway 
to  accommodate  larger  aircraft  on  departure." 
Environmental  impact  synopsis  on  that  is: 

"Will  provide  for  more  aircraft  take- 
offs  over  the  bay.     Construction  is  to  up- 
grade an  existing  taxiway  to  a  runway. 
Runway  threshold  for  landing  on  1  L  will 
remain  the  same.     Since  some  aircraft  in- 
advertently use  this  taxiway  as  a  part  of 
the  runway  for  take-off,  changing  to  a  legal 
take-off  status  is  not  considered  a  signi- 
ficant runway  extension." 
I  submit  this  is  an  error,  because  this  extension  of  Runway 
1  L  would  have  a  very  big  noise  impact  on  the  City  of  Millbrae. 
Millbrae  would  get  many  more  take-off  jet  blasts  from  take-offs 
and  it  would  be  closer  to  the  downtown  section  of  Millbrae  as 
well  as  homes.     The  smaller,  noisier  aircraft  use  this  runway, 
I  believe. 

In  Chapter  2,  Page  37,  the  middle  of  the  page,   it  states: 
"Under  light  wind  conditions,  the  28L-28R 
runway  complex  is  used  for  landings,  and  the 
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perpendicular  1  L-1  R  runway  complex  is  used 
for  take-offs." 
When  Runway  1  R  was  extended  toward  Bayshore  Highway  and 
Millbrae  years  ago,  Millbrae  was  blasted  with  noise  it  didn't 
have  before. 

Chapter  2,   Page  20,   it  is  stated: 

"When  a  regional  land-use  plan  is  adopted 
by  the  ccxninission,  existing  regulations 
provide  that  the  regional  land-use  plan  will 
supersede  the  individual  city's  plan.  At 
that  time,  zoning  and  land -use  changes  will 
be  governed  by  the  commission.     This  is  the 
hoped-for  goal  but  it  is  not  yet  operable." 
The  interim  land -use  plan  accepted  by  the  regional  commis- 
sion states: 

"The  city  government  may  overrule  the 
commission  by  a  four-five  vote." 
Is  there  a  plan  to  change  it? 
Chapter  8,   Page  2,  states: 

"New  California  noise  regulations  stipulate 
that  by  1985  no  residences  are  permitted  within 
a  CNEL  65  noise  contour,  roughly  equivalent  to 
the  30  NEF  contour.     The  Regional  Airport 
Systems  Study  concludes  that  CNEL  noise  cri- 
teria could  be  met  by  — " 
and  it  gives  seven  dots  on  that  page,  and  the  fifth  dotted 
statement  reads: 

"No  conversions  of  existing  compatible 
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However,  at  the  bottom  of  the  page  it  states: 

"If  all  the  above  do  not  reduce  the  CNEL 
65  sufficiently  to  exclude  residences,  then 
a  drastic  aircraft  operations  curtailment 
combined  with       land  acquisition  program  may 
be  required." 

The  airport  land  use  conmiittoc  a(5opted  the  interim  land 
use  plan  aft-^r  assuring  me  it  was  only  to  affect  new  building. 

After  reading  the  Environmental  impact  Keport  for  San 
Francisco  Airport  expansion  and  studying  the  Environmental 
Impact  Report  maps  showing  projected  NEF  curves  for  1985,  plus 
the  fact  that  the  airport  wants  to  lengthen  runway  1  L,  which 
would  cause  more  noise  within  the  area  of  the  City  of  Millbrae, 
I  can't  help  but  wonder  what  is  go^'ng  to  happen. 

If  your  homes  were  within  the  projected  65  CNEL  for  1985, 
what  would  you  do?    '/fould  you  vote  to  accept  this  plan  or  would 
you  try  very  hard  to  get  those  C5^L  noipe  lines  lessened? 
A  great  many  of  the  people  living  in  cur  area  work  at  the  air- 
port and  enjoy  airplanes.     Our  family  has  always  enjoyed  air- 
planes, and  watching  thorn  take  off  from,  our  kitchen  window  has 
been  a  pleafiurc.     It  is  a  real  thrill  to  watch  the  747 's  and 
DClO's.     They  cause  f?o  little  noise  and  use  so  little  runway 
on  take-offs,  and  so  little  black  smoke. 

Now,  because  someone  has  decided  that  there  should  be  set 
noise  contours,  does  this  mean  wo  may  be  forced  from  our  homes 
eventually?    People  need  to  live  close  to  their  work,  in  my 
opinion. 

Letting  the  airport  develop  further  out  into  the  bay  is 
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much  more  feasible  than  making  more  noire  for  homes  or  destroy- 
ing homes.     It  is  my  understanding  the  noise  contour  lines  wer?; 
set  up  to  get  the  noise  decreased,  not  increased,  as  vrould  be 
the  case  in  Millbrae  if  runvray  1  L  is  extended  toward  the  Bay- 
shore  Freeway  and  Millbrae. 

If  it  is  completely  necessary  to  extend  the  runway,  please 
extend  the  otl^er  end  of  it  out  into  the  hiy  instead  of  toward 
Millbrae. 

Thank  you, 

MR.  MC  DONNELL:    The  next  speaker  is  iMr .  Charles  Gregg, 
Vice  President,  Greater  San  Francisco  Chamber  of  Commerce. 

MR.  GREGG:     Mr.  President  and  members  of  the  commission: 

The  San  Francisco  Chamber  of  Comjuerce  expresses  its  appre- 
ciation for  this  opportunity  of  commenting  favorably  on  the 
Airports  Commission  plan  for  the  expansion  of  San  Franc  isco 
International  Airport. 

In  1969  the  electorate  of  San  Francisco  approved  by  a 
greater  than  two-thirds  majority  the  passage  of  a  general  obli- 
gation bond  issue  for  the  purpose  of  expanding  and  modernizing 
San  Francisco's  International  Airport  to  meet  the  growing  needs 
of  this  area  for  air  transportation.     The  Chamber  supported 
wholeheartedly  the  passage  of  this  bond  issue. 

In  1970  the  Chamber  of  Commerce  was  privileged  to  be  the 
catalyst  in  promoting  the  passage  of  a  Charter  Amendment  for  th= 
purpose  of  establishing  an  Airports  Comrriission ,  this  commissicxi. 
The  purpose  of  this  amendment  was  to  assure  that  thoughtful  and 
expert  attention  could  be  accorded  policy  matters  of  the  San 
Francisco  International     irport  to  assure  that  its  development 
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was  in  harmony  with  the  air  transportation  needs  of  thiB  com- 
munity, and  consistent  with  the  highest  rruality  of  environmenta 
controls. 

The  Chamber  is  plecsed  that  this  coromissior  has  indeed 
lived  up  to  hhe  community's  expectations  with  respect  to  the 
foregoing. 

The  Greater  San  Francisco  chamber  of  Commerce  likewise 
carefully  monitored  the  detailed  ;^nd  protracted  studies  and 
public  hearings  held  by  the  Association  of  Bay  Area  Governments L 
through  its  Regional  Airport  Systems  Study  committee.     It  is 
mindful  this  committee,  at  considerable  expense,  employed  some 
of  the  best  qualified  consultant?  in  the  United  States  tc  advisii 
it  concerning  the  environmental  impact  on  the  region  of  its 
plan  to  provide  airport  capacity  sufficient  to  serve  the  pro- 
jected air  transportation  requirements  of  San  Francisco  and  the 
total  Bay  Area  to  the  year  1985. 

These  specific  studies  are  in  volumes  "Aviation  Effect  on 
Air  Quality,"  "Aviation  Noise  Evaluation  and  Projections,"  and 
the  "Effect  of  Aviation  on  Physical  Environment  and  Land  Uses." 

These  constitute  one  of  the  most  complete  environmental 
studies  on  airport  development  it  has  been  our  privilege  to 
review. 

Inherent  in  the  three  mentioned  reports  was    the  projected 
environmental  impact  expected  to  occur  as  a  result  of  the 
modernization  of  San  Francisco  International  Airport  to  accom- 
modate approximately  31,000,000  passengers  annually  by  the 
year  1985.    The  essential  elements  of  these  three  reports  have 
been  incorporated  in  the  Environmental  impact  Report  presented 
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for  consideration  today. 

The  Chamber  of  Commerce  has  reviewed  this  report  as  it 
relates  to  the  proposed  physical  development  of  San  Francisco 
International  Airport. 

The  Chamber,  having  taken  part  in  the  bond  issue,  the 
Charter  Amendment,  and  the  studies  undertaken  by  the  Regional 
Airport  Systems  Study  Committee,  now  supports  in  principal  the 
modernization  program  for  San  Francisco  International  Airport 
as  proposed  in  the  Environmental  impact  Report.     in  the  Chamber 
opinion,  the  modernization  and  expansion  program  is  sorely 
needed.     it  will  result  in  the  best  balance  of  protected  en- 
vironment essential  to  meet  the  service  requirements  and  econom|i 
well-being  of  the  people  of  the  Bay  Area. 

Thank  you, 

MR.  MC  DONNELL:     The  next  speaker  is  Margarite  Warren. 

MS.  WARREN:     Mr.  McDonnell,  members  of  the  commission: 

I  trust  that  this  Chamber's  in-dopth  studies  of  the  air- 
port and  the  original  bond  issue  and  the  present  one  is  a  littlfe 
better  than  it  states.     The  airport's  bond  issue  was  in  '57  and 
I  happened  to  have  been  a  member  of  that  citizens'  committee 
to  get  the  airport  bonds  passed,   for  $98  million.     I  also  happej-) 
to  be  that  opponent  in  1970,  not  to  put  an  Airport  Commission 
in  service  in  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco.  We  lost  it 
by  a  close  35,000  votes,  so  I  am  torn  between  two  separate 
entities  here,  about  my  feelings  for  the  airport. 

However,  I  have  always  felt,  with  the  $98  million  bond 
issue  we  had  in  1967,  with  the  projection  of  completion  in  1975 
that  I  as  a  citizen  with  the  rest  of  citizens  of  San  Francisco 
had  a  little  more  input  into  the  airport  because  they  were 
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general  obligation  bonds. 

Subsequently  I  have  found  out,  of  course,  that  that  doesn'jt 
necessarily  work.    This  is  the  one  facet  of  this  issue  that  I 
would  like  to  take  up,  because  everyone  coming  up  here  assumes 
that  someplace  along  the  line  you  are  going  to  make  the  expan- 
sions, and  they  are  putting  in  stop-gaps  and  positions  they 
don't  want,  with  the  assumption  that  you  are  going  to  do  some- 
thing. 

I  too  assume  you  are  going  to  do  something,  but  I'd  like 
to  look  at  the  financial  aspect  of  this,  even  though  it  was 
indicated  that  you  will  come  forth  with  it  a  little  later.  A 
little  later  with  a  financial  program  is  too  late,  and  I  call 
this  particularly  to  your  attention  on  the  basis  of  our  last 
budget  hearing.     I  asked  you  a  question,  and  I  said  I  wasn't 
going  to  drop  the  other  shoe  until  later.     I  believe  the  quest i|c 
was  —  I  inquired  about  the  progress  of  the  airport  and  the 
projection  to  1975  —  the  expansion  —  and  it  was,   "How  do  you 
stand  on  money  and  how  do  you  stand  on  time  factors?" 

I  was  told  that  both  of  them  were  behind.  This  is  some- 
thing thatyDU  have  not  explained  to  us,  how  far  behind  are  we, 
when  we  projected,  when  v/e  went  to  the  people  in  1967  and  asked 
them  to  pass  a  $98  million  bond  issue?  v^iat  are  we  not  getting 
out  of  that  bond  issue  and  v/hat  is  mming  to  us  for  the  $390 
million  revenue  bonds?  This  is  something  that  I  think  should 
be  explained  as  you  go  along.  Never  when  you  have  projected  thi 
expansion  have  you  really  indicated  the  need  and  necessity 
along  lines  based  on  the  financial  aspect  of  it.  In  no  way  do 
we  know  that  we  can  go  ahead  and  propose  to  accept  your  project 
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without  knowing  the  financial  background  of  it. 

I  think  I  happen  to  know  a  little  more  about  airport 
financing  than  the  average  person  fitting  in  this  room,  with 
the  exception  of  the  members  of  the  staff  and  the  commission. 
We  are  on  a  borderline  situation  financially,  and  I  would  be 
reluctant  to  express  my  willingness  to  go  forward  on  a  continue 
expansion  program  unless  I  knew  exactly  how  long  you  were  going 
to  impose  this  financial  burden  upon  the  airport,  and  for  what 
amount  of  money  it  will  call  upon  the  airlines,  and  the  pur- 
veyors of  services  at  the  airport. 

I  think  you  do  a  disservice  to  us  by  not  projecting,  as  I 
say,  the  expansion  in  comparison  with  the  financial  figures. 
To  go  along  in  this  board,  to  ultimately  accept  this  program 
and  then  come  along  and  say  later,    "This  is  the  financial 
picture,"  is  wrong,  because  you  and  I  both  know  that  we  have 
had  hard  times  in  this  airport  and  we  are  coming  out  of  it. 
But  I  think  you  do  a  great  disservice  to  the  public  of  San 
Francisco  by  not  reflecting  what  was  voted  for  in  1967,  but 
what  we  are  not  getting,  which  will  come  up  through  the  revenue 
bonds , 

I  particularly  allude  to  the  airport.     It  just  so  happens 
I  recognized  it.    When  we  sell  a  bond  issue,  we  put  out  a  folde 
and  it  is  not  necessarily  exactly  what  was  proposed;  but  in  the 
$98  million  bond  issue  we  proposed  a  garage  which  we  are  not 
getting.     That  is  a  great  sum  of  money  that  went  not  necessaril 
someplace,   it  went  of  course  by  attrition,  by  escalation  costs 
and  by  p€ ^haps  the  nineteen  different  improvements  we  made  to 
the  contract,  which  escalated  the  cost  every  time  we  moved 
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I  think  this  board  has  to  have  to  show  not  alone  the 
financial  responsibility  but  responsibility  to  the  people  of 
San  Francisco,  that  they  can  guide  a  program  o f  this  magnitude 
through  without  running  into  trouble,  And  remember,  Mr.  McDonnell 
when  you  go  the  revenue  bond  route,  you  are  running  around  the 
people  of  San  Francisco.    There  is  no  v/ay  we  can  stop  you, 
because  the  bonds,  fortunately  or  unfortunately,  are  very  good 
on  the  market  and  there  is  nothing  that  you  can  come  to  the 
public  for  and  say,  "Vote  for  — ,"  because  we  did  say  in  1967 
that  this  was  the  last  bond  issue  that  would  be  necessary  to 
expand  the  airport  to  a  capacity  of  25,000,000  in  1975. 

We  have  only  reached  15,000,000  people,  and  I  don't  know 
why  youVe  escalating  to  1981,    consequently,  I  do  say  that 
before  you  accept  this  program  there  should  be  a  meeting  of  the 
general  public  based  on  the  financial  aspects  right  down  to  the 
nitty  gritty  of  where  we  get  the  money  to  put  this  program  in, 
and  where  can  we  cut  it  back  if  we  don't  get  the  money.  There 
should  be  some  alternate  plan  on  phases  of  it,  not  just  Phase  I 
and  Phase  II,  but  there  should  be  phases  a  little  further  along 
the  line  where  we  can  spread  this  perhaps  a  little  more. 

You  are  projecting  San  Francisco  in  San  Mateo  County,  and 
you  know  the  problems  we  have  there  —  to  a  program  of  $400 
million,  and  if  by  chance,  unfortunately,  there  is  a  problem 
and  the  airlines  or  the  airport  cannot  sustain  itself  —  really, 
it  was  eleven  years,  and  in  1967  it  was  off  the  tax  records  and 
fortunately  stayed  off,  still  stayed  off,  but  it's  been  close. 

And  we  should  be  in  a  position  to  know  that  this  will  not 
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fall  back  on  the  backs  of  the  public  of  San  Francisco,  be  it 
though  in  San  Mateo  County. 

I  urge  you  that  there  be  this  sense  of  financial  responsi- 
bility to  the  general  public. 

One  question  I  would  like  to  ask,  and  I  might  send  my 
letter  on  it,   is  that  just  exactly  what  we  didn't  get  in  the 
airport  bonds  of  1969   (sic) ,  which  will  show  up  in  the  revenue 
bond  issue  for  expansion  in  1981. 

Thank  you, 

MR.  MC  DONNELL:     Thank  you.  Marguerite, 
You  can  be  sure  that  any  financing  done  in  the  airport 
will  be  completely  reviewed  at  public  meetings,  as  it  has  been 
in  the  past.     Nov;,  we  are  not  taking  up  the  financial  end  of 
this  today,  because  we  must  separate  thera.     We  are  talking  abou 
the  Enviroamental  Impact  Study  and  the  actual  development  of 
the  airport. 

The  financial  part  of  it,  be  sure.  Marguerite,   that  we 
are  all  citizens  here  and  just  as  interested  in  it  as  you  are, 
that  the  airport  never  returns  to  the  tax  rolls. 

The  next  speaker  is  Rose  Urback. 

MS.  URBACK:     My  name  is  Rose  Urback,  and  I  am  from  San 
Bruno,  and  I  live  one  block  south  of  Tanforan,  one  block  north 
of  San  Bruno  Avenue,  ti'jo  and  a  half  blocks  eust  of  El  Camino, 
and  two  and  a  half  blocks  west  of  the  3. P.     I  am  giving  you  a 
pinpoint  of  my  area. 

I  have  heard  a  fev;  speakers- here  telling  us  how  we  are 
enhanced  with  all  of  these  things  that  had  to  come  about  throug 
—  they  didn't  mention  the  word  "prqgress,"  but  I  guess  they 


1 

2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 


80 


meant  progress  —  I  mean  I  assume  it  is  progress. 

Mr.  Bostwick,  x^rhen  I  heard  him  T  hadn't  seen  him  for  years, 
and  he  started  to  say  the  same  thing  as  he  did  during  the  free- 
way which  we  now  have,  which  they  were  creating  and  built  for 
the  airport,  and  no^-;  we're  going  to  get  BART  as  part  of  the 
airport  and  now  we  v;ant  to  expand  the  airport  again,  because  we 
are  not  satisfied  with  the  15,000,000  passengers  that  we  get 
every  year.     But  we  want  40,000,000,  as  one  of  the  workers  told 
me,  and  not  the  31,000,000  that  is  on  the  report. 

I'm  not  talking  about  noise,  I'm  talking  about  the  airplane 
crossing  over  the  water.    Well,   I'm  a  victim  of  this  noise  and 
I  get  it  all  the  time.     I  can't  listen  to  my  television,  I  can'!: 
listen  to  the  President  give  any  messages,  and  when  I  go  to 
mass  I  can't  hear  any  sermons.     And  when  my  granddaughter  came 
over  and  this  airplane  was  going  over,  she  put  her  hands  over 
her  ears  and  screamed.     And  we  get  tied  up  in  knots  inside,  and 
our  brain  freezes  up, 

I  can  go  on  and  on  about  this  noise. 

I  feel  that  if  any  expansion  takes  place  that  you  people 
must  see  to  it  that  the  noise  is  taken  care  of  first  and  fore- 
most.   We  just  can't  live  with  it,  and  I  don't  like  the  idea, 
when  the  airport  tells  me  —  when  I  call  in  —  "Why  don't  you 
move?"     I  don't  want  to  move.     I  like  San  Bruno  and  like  where 
I  am,  and  I  hope  to  live  there  the  rest  of  my  days. 

Now,  as  far  as  the  larger  planes  that  do  not  make  noise, 
that  is  fine.     But  on  January  1,  1973,  at  1:10  this  big  747 
ship  flies  over  my  house,  and  believe  you  me  it  was  not  1500 
feet  over  the  house.     It  was  approximately  500  feet,  and  these 
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planes  either  coming  in  or  going  out  or  so  low  that  I  have 
taken  pictures  of  them  —  T  did  not  take  them  with  me  today,  but 
you  don't  need  them,  all  you  have  to  do  is  come  to  my  house  and 
stay  there. 

So  I  really  want  you  to  contemplate  on  this.     I  would  appr 
ciate  it,  and  consider  this. 

Now,  I  had  another  little  thing  here,  as  far  as  these 
larger  ships,  you  see  the  ships  are  larger,  the  runways  are 
getting  larger,  and  isn't  that  like  the  freeways?    We  build 
the  freeways  because  we  have  the  cars,  and  then  when  we've  got 
more  cars  we  would  build  more  freeways  because  of  the  cars . 
This  is  what  is  going  to  happen  with  the  airplanes. 

Thank  you. 

MR.  MC  DONNELL:     Thank  you. 

Now,  Mr.  Angelo  Siricusa,  Executive  Vice  President  of  the 
San  Francisco  Bay  Area  Council „ 

MR.  BRILL:    My  name  is  Ronald  Brill,  Projects  Director. 
Mr.  Siricusa  cannot  be  here,  and  I  have  already  given  to  the 
secretary  a  copy  of  the  statement,  but  I  would  like  to  read  it 
into  the  record. 

The  San  Francisco  Bay  Area  Council  is  a  private,  non-profi 
organization  dedicated  to  the  civic,  economic  and  environmental 
enhancement  of  the  nine-county  Bay  Region.    We  have  had  a  con- 
tinuing interest  in  the  future  of  airport  development  in  the 
San  Francisco . Bay  Area,     The  Council's  participation  in  the  wor 
of  the  Regional  Airport  Systems  Study  Committee  of  the  Associa- 
tion of  Bay  Area  Governments  included  making  formal  presenta- 
tions to  RASSC,  and  to  the  Executive  Committee  of  ABAC,  in 
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connection  with  the  proposed        and  since  adopted  —  Regional 
Airport  Plan, 

While  we  have  not  studied  in  detail  the  proposed  develop- 
ment plan  for  the  San  Francisco  International  Airport,  it  is 
apparent  that  the  plan  for  exp-:>nsion  coincides  with  the  Council 
recommendations  to  the  RASSC,  that  first  priority  should  be 
given  to  the  maximum  feasible  development  of  the  existing  San 
Francisco,  Oakland  and  San  Jose  Airports.    The  Council  acknowl- 
edges that  the  airport  development  progr;\m  represents  both 
transportation  and  economic  vitality  to  the  Pay  Area. 

Additionally,  the  Council  feels  that  proper  development  of 
the  three  existing  airport  facilities  might  alleviate  the  neces 
sity  for  the  environmental  and  economic  costs  of  establishing 
a  fourth  major  airport  in  the  region. 

We  believe,  therefore,  that  the  development  of  the  San 
Francisco  ihternational  Airport  to  accommodate  larger  passenger 
volume  is  consistent  with  the  environmental,  economic  and  trans 
portation  recommendations  that  the  Bay  Area  council  proposed, 
and  ABAC  endorsed,  in  its  approval  of  the  RASSC  plan. 

Thank  you. 

MR.  MC  DONNELL:     Thank  you. 
Mrs.  L.  R.  Kelly. 

MRS.  KELLY:    Mr.  President  and  members  of  the  commission: 
You  tell  me  how  clean  the  airplanes  are  and  not  how  dirty 
they  are.     You  know,v/-hen  I  go  out  in  the  yard  I  get  grease  or 
something  or  other  all  over  me.    Likewise,  I  can  go  to  the 
country  cabin  and  a  week  or  ten  days  later  my  hands  are  not 
dirty  and  my  workclothes  are  not  dirty.     It's  that  kind  of  traf 
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that  causes  these  kinds  of  problems. 

Okay,  once  there  was  an  accident  out  at  the  airport,  a 
plane  crash  and  a  breakdown  of  certain  directional  equipment, 
and  the  noise  at  that  time  became  unbearable.    And  the  airport 
said  that  as  soon  as  they  fixed  up  the  directional  equipment, 
the  problem  should  be  over  with,  but  this  didn't  stop.  And 
about  two  weeks  later,  near  the  end  of  the  year,  I  had  taken  a 
couple  of  vacations  in  the  meantime,  and  I  ended  up  so  sick  tha 
I  could  not  get  up  and  down  stairs,   I  couldn't  go  to  sleep  at 
night,  and  the  muscles  in  my  legs  were  just  like  knots. 

I  hadn't  been  to  a  doctor  for  over  twenty  years  and  I 
didn't  know  what  it  was,  and  finally  when  the  planes  were  downe 
because  of  the  rain  for  a  couple  of  days,  I  was  up  and  out  of 
bed  feeling  fine  again.  Then  I  started  to  check  up  on  all  thes 
other  problems,  this  noise  when  the  planes  keep  coming  over, 
you  have  no  place  to  hide.  I  go  down  in  the  basement  and  I 
can't  stand  in  the  basement  all  the  time.  Someone  told  me  that 
in  the  Bay  Area  there  is  Travis  Air  Force  Base  and  Oakland  Air 
Base,  but  they  don't  wish  to  have  it  any  larger.  And  now  all 
of  a  sudden  I  find  out  that  one  block  away  they  are  thinking  of 
enlarging  the  airport. 

The  San  Francisco  Airport  has  so  many  governing  regulating 
agencies  which  are  presently  unable  to  handle,  for  one,  the 
noise  abatment.  I  respectfully  request  the  proposed  expansion 
of  the  San  Francisco  Airport  to  be  abandoned,  and  I  don't  think 
it  should  be  taken  any  further . 

MR.  MC  DONNELL:     Thank  you. 

The  next  speaker  is  Sylvia  Gregory. 
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MS.  GREGORY:    My  name  is  Miss  Sylvia  Gregory  frcxn  San 
Bruno,  that  much  put -upon  town  that  is  going  to  have  a  second 
interchange.  Freeway  380.    Although  you  people  in  San  Francisco 
started  this  freeway  revolt,  we  have  been  carrying  it  on  for 
the  past  twelve  years,  because  now,  just  a  few  weeks  ago,  we 
learned  that  the  380  freeway  was  requested  by  the  airport  to 
make  an  off-ramp  or  on-ramp,  depending  on  how  you  are  looking 
at  it,  between  the  airport  and  interstate  280. 

We  didn't  want  it,  but  we  got  it  anyhow. 

The  transit  study  that  had  been  widely  touted  here,  no 
hearings,  no  public  hearings  and  very  little  representation 
from  the  community  of  San  Mateo,  which  is  where  the  main  import 
of  their  voting  system  resides.    And  this  is  a  very  strange 
thing.     In  back  of  your  environmental  impact  statement  there  ar 
five  references  —  pardon  me  —  five  public  hearings  that  were 
held  around  the  area,  and  none  in  San  Mateo  County.     This  is 
an  oversight  I  think  should  be  rectified. 

You  announced  the  meeting  of  Mr.  Martin  on  Thursday,  and 
is  there  really  anything  that  Mr.  Martin's  meeting  can  accompli 
as  far  as  saying,   "Aye"  or  "No,"  for  changing  our  development 
plans  for  this  airport  expansion? 

MR.  MC  DONNELL:     The  information  from  that  evening  will  be 
included  in  this  report, 

MS.  GREGORY:    All  right,  then,  fine. 

I  think  mostly  you  can  divide  my  feelings  into  two  cate- 
gories:   the  first  one,  impact  upon  the  people;  this  is  the  one 
that  I  am  speaking  about.    And  the  airport  land  use,  the  plan 
on  which  your  environmental  impact  statement  relies  so  heavily. 
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based  on  the  noise  levol.     This  will  not  allow  people  to  live 
where  they  have  spent  their  lives  and  raised  their  families, 
and  now  their  grandchildren.     We  are  considered  the  old-timei-s, 
the  people  who  have  been  in  San  Bruno  since  before  the  jet 
airplanes,  and  the  newcomers  who  -xre  now  in  San  Bruno  after  the 
advent  of  the  jet  airplane. 

In  your  environmental  impact  statement  it  says  that  the 
airport  is  a  public  facility  pro'-ided  to  fill  an  existing  or 
projected  public  need.     I  think  that  I  will  now  go  into  the  re- 
sources and  energy  part  of  my  feelings. 

This  airport  is  being  built  to  provide  a  projected  public 
need  and  therefore  it  becomes  a  self-fulf  r""  ling  prophecy. 

The  projections  are  that  the  water  needs  of  the  airport 
will  go  from  2.4  percent  of  total  demand  of  San  Mateo  County 
to  4.7  percent  of  the  total  demand.     That  means  that  ultimately 
when  we  run  out  of  water  that  is  avilable  to  us  through  your 
water  supply,  that  we'll  be  that  much  sooner  stopped  from 
growth,  despite  Mr.  Bostwick's  statement. 

Now,  as  far  as  natural  gas  consumption,  the  environmental 
impact  statement  says  that  at  its  fullest  expansion  the  natural 
gas  need  will  be  almost  three  times  more  than  it  is  now. 
Aviation  fuel  utilization  will  be  three  and  three-tenths  times 
greater  than  it  is  now.    And  the  electricity  for  the  project, 
five  times  the  1971  connected  load  f:r  this  airport. 

Now,  since  we  have  been  told  over  and  over  again  about  the 
energy  crunch,  I  think  that  thfise  types  of  squandering  of  our 
environmental  resources  of  energies  are  fully  being  questioned. 

Thank  you,  • 
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MR.  MC  DONNELL:     Thank  you. 
Now,  Mr.  Stephen  Shane? 
(No  answer.) 

MR.  MC  DONNELL:     Mr.  John  Infusiano. 
(No  answer.) 

MR.  MC  DONNELL:     James  White? 

MR.  WHITE:    My  name  is  James  White,  and  I  am  representing 
the  "Save  San  Francisco  Bay  Association." 

It  is  an  organization  of  approximately  17,000  members 
whose  purpose  is  the  protection  and  enhancement  of  San  Franc isc 
Bay.     The  association  is  concerned  about  the  gross  inadequacy 
of  the  San  Francisco  Airport  Expansion  Environmental  Impact 
Report.     It  appears  to  be  a  conglomeration  of  existing  reports 
and  data,  much  of  which  is  outdated. 

In  Section  1,   Page  2,   it  is  stated  that  some  bay  fill  will 
be  accomplished.     It  is  also  stated  that  an  ongoing  bay  fill 
program  is  in  progress  under  an  existing  BCDC  permit.  However, 
neither  the  text  nor  the  maps  indicate  what  existing  water  is 
or  is  not  within  BCDC  permits. 

On  Page  11,  Section  1,   for  exam.ple,   is  the  area  designated 
"L  2."    Dry  land  or  open  water? 

We  believe  that  to  meet  legal  requirements  the  environment 
effect  of  airport  expansion  on  the  bay  must  be  thoroughly  dis- 
cussed.   Without  adequate  maps  and  a  summary  of  existing  Army 
Corps  of  Engineers  and  BCDC  permits,   it  is  not  possible  to 
assess  any  new  environmental  consequences  on  the  bay. 

The  association  is  also  concerned  about  the  effect  on  the 
bay  of  the  assumptions  made  in  this  section,   "Ground  transporta 
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tion  to  San  Francisco  Airport."  This  section  is  based  on  the 
BASAR  study  of  airport  access,  which  made  assumptions  such  as 
a  completed  Southern  Crossing  by  1980,  BART  to  the  airport  by 
1980,  and  public  transit  handling  over  25  percent  of  the  air- 
port ground  access  demand.  This  last  assumption  was  cut  in 
half  by  the  final  Regional  Airport  Study  recommendations. 

Another  assumption  is  that  the  new  Interstate  380  will 
adequately  solve  the  traffic  problems  on  the  Bayshore  Freeway, 
Our  concern  is  that  such  questionable  assumptions  can  lead  to 
inadequate  access  planning  and  result  in  pressures  for  a  new 
freeway  or  bridge  in  the  bay. 

The  association  urges  that  a  new  Environmental  Impact  Re- 
port be  written  and  another  public  hearing  held  to  adequately 
assess  the  environmental  effects  of  the  proposed  San  Francisco 
Airport  expansion. 

Thank  you. 

MR.  MC  DONNELL:     The  next  speaker  is  Olive  Mayer. 

MS.  MAYER:     My  name  is  Olive  Mayer,  and  I  come  from  Redwoo3 
City  in  San  Mateo  County.     I  am  a  registered  mechanical  engineer 
and,  as  such,  concerned  about  the  efficient  use  of  fuel  resources 
I  am  also  a  member  of  the  Federation  of  American  Scientists, 
and  I  want  to  get  into  the  .record  a  few  statements  from  a 
recent  news  letter  on  energy  policy  in  the  United  States. 

There  was  a  conference  held  at  Cornell  University,  spon- 
sored by  the  National  Science  Foundation,  and  on  the  basis  of 
that  conference  --  there  were  many  specialists  in  this  field 
gathered  —  and  this  report  is  being  issued  by  the  Senate  Com- 
mittee on  Internal  insular  Affaits,  and  also  these  figures  whici 
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I  am  quoting  today  come  from  the  report  of  the  Senate  Committee 
on  Internal  Insular  Affairs,  relating  to  energy  and  environment. 
This  conference  took  place  just  recently. 

One  of  the  statements  made  was  that  it  was  estimated  that 
the  import  of  oil  will  raise  from  2  5  to  55  percent  of  consumptio 
by  1985,  and  this  would  cost  anywhere  from  $15  to  $23  billion 
a  year,  which  we  will  have  to  send  out  of  the  country. 

Without  the  import  of  oils,  American  petroleum  with  gas 
might  last  only  about  fifteen  to  thirty  years.     In  the  next 
statement  from  the  report  it  is  estimated  that  in  fifty  years 
the  world's  supply  of  oil  may  be  depleted. 

This  report  goes  on  to  state  that  they  have  made  a  low 
rather  than  a  high  estimate,   if  ultimately  recoverable  resources 
are  correct.    The  outlook  for  petroleum  supplies  is  grim,  and 
abundant  coal  resources  will  be  exhausted  by  the  21st  Century 
unless  the  growth  rate  and  demand  are  reduced  significantly. 
They  recommend  —  they  say  that  the  question  is, 

"How  can  we  extend  present  supplies  of  energy, " 
not  "How  can  we  increase  the  growth  rate,"  but  "How  can  we 
reduce  the  growth  rate?" 

That  is  the  question  which  is  asked  by  the  scientists  and 
by  the  Senate  in  their  report.     How  can  we  in  the  United  States 
go  about  reducing  growth? 

I  would  like  to  give  you  some  figures  from  this  report. 

Relating  to  petroleum,  reducing  the  present  rate  of  growth 
to  2  percent  from  what  it  is  at  the  present  time  and  assuming 
that  we  import  60  percent  of  all  fuel  which  we  consume  in  the 
United  States,  on  a  low  estimate  the  amount  of  fuel  which  we 
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have  available,  we  will  run  out  oil  completely  in  tyie  United 
States  in  the  year  2003.  Based  on  the  high  estimate,  the  amoun 
of  oil  which  is  ultimately  recoverable  from  the  entire  world, 
we  will  run  out  of  oil  in  the  year  2038. 

Now,   if  you  are  proposing  to  spend  $380  million  on  an 
airport,  have  you  ever  thought  what  the  situation  might  be  in 
the  United  States  if  these  low  estimates  are  correct,  and  in 
the  year  2003  we  have  no  oil?    That  we  will  have  no  oil  at  all. 
I  think  that  we  may  have  a  tremendous  debt  being  paid  by  the 
people  of  the  City  of  San  Francisco.     They  will  have  to  raise 
money  for  other  things,  and  bonded  indebtedness  may  be  impossib 
This  may  be  sitting  there  as  a  white  elephant.     I  know  it  is 
very  hard  for  a  businessman  who  has  done  business  in  a  traditioji 
way  over  many  years  of  time  to  face  up  to  figures  of  this  sort, 
to  make  changes  in  thinking  which  are  necessary. 

But  these  are  very  serious  figures  and  these  are  serious 
times,  and  if  we  are  not  willing  to  change  and  face  up  to  this 
crisis,  which  we  will  face  in  the  year  2000,  it  will  be  far  wor^ 
than  it  would  be  if  we  began  to  face  it  now, 

I  have  been  a  business  woman  in  a  little  business  for  over 
twenty-five  years,  and  I  know  in  estimating  where  my  income  is 
going  to  come  in,  from  what  my  revenues  would  be.    And  I  cer- 
tainly base  them  on  a  great  deal  more  than  just  population 
growth.     And  I  feel  that  the  economic  aspect  of  the  Environment^ 
Impact  Report  is  completely  inadequate  if  it  is  based  on  revenu^ 
to  the  airport.    And  they  are  based  on  revenues  to  the  airport 
and  entirely  on  this  concept  of  population  growth. 

You  may  have  the  big  population  growth  but  that  doesn't 
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mean  you  are  going  to  have  the  oil  and  it  doesn't  mean  that 
people  will  be  able  to  travel,  and  there  are  all  kinds  of  other 
things.    There  are  many,  many  factors  besides  growth  rate 
which  influence  the  environmental  impact  and  revenues  for  this 
airport.     It  does  not  consider  also  this  question  of  fuel 
shortages . 

Revenue  bonds,  it  is  true,  do  not  come  before  the  people 
for  a  vote.    And  if  they  are  defaulted,  the  people  pick  up  the 
tab.     The  only  reason  you  can  sell  those  bonds  is  because  the 
public  credit  is  behind  them,  and  so  ultimately  the  people  of 
the  City  of  San  Francisco  may  have  to  pick  up  the  tab  for  some- 
thing that  economically  does  not  pay  off. 

I  urge  that  this  report  be  studied  regarding  fuels  in  far 
greater  detail  before  any  decision  is  made  to  expand  that  air- 
port. 

Thank  you. 

MR.  MC  DONNELL:     Thank  you. 

The  next  speaker  is  Harold  Treskunoff. 

MR.  TRESKUNOFF:     Mr.  President  and  commissioners: 

I  am  Harold  Treskunoff,  Chairman  of  the  Citizens  Committee 
for  Freedom  of  Information.     Our  committee  is  mainly  concerned 
with  an  important  part  of  the  proposed  airport  expansion  prograji 
an  increasingly  undemocratic  and  un-American  process  which  has 
been  generating  this  particular  airport  expansion  program. 

Now,  this  undemocratic  process  invalidates  all  of  the 
various  technical  factors,  environmental  factors,  etcetera, 
that  have  been  outlined  in  the  airport  expansion  program. 
That  is,  the  State's  Brown  Act  has  been  violated  most  frequently 
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by  the  Airport  Commission,  of  all  the  City  boards  and  commis- 
sions of  San  Francisco,   in  the  last  three  years.  Approximately 
thirty  secret  meetings  have  been  held  by  this  commission  in 
considering  the  airport  problems,   including  the  expansion 
problem. 

However,  the  Airport  commission  in  San  Francisco  is  not 
alone.     The  Airport  Commission  in  Boston,  again,   is  the  main 
offender  against  the  public  right  to  know —  that  is  in  Boston. 
And  also  in  St.  Louis,  Missouri. 

But  the  San  Francisco  Airport  Commission  is  in  a  peculiar 
position,  in  that  it  cannot  say  that  it  wisn't  well  forewarned 
by  the  Citizens  Committee  for  Freedom  of  Information,  prior  to 
its  actual  first  meeting. 

As  a  matter  of  fact,  the  Airport  Commission  at  6:00  a.m. 
on  the  first  day  of  its  official  existence,  before  it  held  its 
first  official  meeting  in  the  afternoon,  held  a  secret  meeting 
at  the  San  Francisco  Airport  with  the  Director  of  Port  Authorit 
And  down  through  these  three  years  there  have  been  secret 
meeting  after  secret  meeting,  up  until  last  year  in  violation 
of  the  Brown  ^ct,  and  after  January  1st  of  this  year,   in  viola- 
tion of  the  Charter  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 
through  Proposition  E,  which  was  on  the  ballot  in  November  of 
1972,  and  which  won  overwhelmingly  more  votes  for  it  than  any 
other  Charter  Amendment  on  that  ballot. 

Now,  that  specific  amendment  provision  states  that  secret 
meetings  such  as  the  Airport  Commission  has  been  holding  are 
in  violation  not  only  of  the  Brov/n  Act  but  of  the  Charter  of 
the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco. 
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Now,  I  would  think  that  Mr.  Scrofanl  and  other  persons 
here  this  afternoon  who  have  expressed  concern  that  the  public 
is  now  being  taken  into  the  bosom  of  the  Airport  Commission 
at  a  very  late  date,  after  all,  thr  basic  questions  have  been 
debated  and  decided,  many  of  them  in  secret  meetings?  and  it 
would  seem  to  me  that  this  is  a  key  for  the  problem  and  "a 
curious  reluctance  of  the  commission  to  talk  it  over  about 
matters  of  financing  the  expansion  program," 

It  would  seem  to  me  that  it  vms  Lazarus  Fair,  the 
world's  biggest  investment  bankers  who  actu^rlly  own  the  world, 
in  effect,  and  who  are  represented  locally  by  the  Crocker  Bank 
ind  by  the  members  of  the  Board  of  Crocker  Bank  who  sit  on  the 
Bay  Area  council,  and  other  of  its  business  associations  and 
the  Chamber  of  Commerce  which  contains  members  of  the  Crocker 
Bank  and  Lazarus  Fair    which  is  tho  underT^;r iter  of  the  1969 
=»irport  bonds.     Whose  purpose  are  we  serving,  Mr.  President, 
v;hen  this  commission  has  secret  meetings,  and  we  know  full  well 
that  those  who  like  organized  puppets  endorse  the  airport 
expansion  orogr-^m,  knowing  full  well  that    Lazarus  Fair 
have  their  men  there? 

Lazarus  Fair  is  the  main  underrvriter  of  San  Francisco 
Airport  bonds.  Lazarus  Fair  o^^^ns  the  San  Francisco  Airport, 

and  not  the  people  of  San  Francisco. 

MR.  MC  DONNELL:  Thank  you. 

MR.  TRESKUNOFF:     T  have  not  finished,  Mr.  Prf»!?ident. 

Specifically,  with  this  barkgrounr'  in  mind,   it  is  no  cuesti 
and  no  problem  to  see  why  this  commission  is  reluctant  to  dis- 
cuss finances.     Why  only  r>CM  has  this  comprehensive  expansion 
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progr?»m  beromr  a  public  hp -ring  mat  tor''     Only  nov?  after  all 
these  secrf^t  mootings,  and  the  question  we  consider: 

fA)  Th.^t  the  foasability  studies  for  the  airport  expansion 
program  were  conducted  by  nechtel.   Persons,  Brinckerhoff  &  Tudo 
And  these  two  ferss-ibility  study  f-irrac  being  on  the  BART  payroll 
and  one  of  the  ma/ior  bf>nef  iciarie?  of  the  n  irport  expansion 
program. 

And   (2),  there  are  three  airport  commissioners  sitting  up 
there  now  whose  n>mes  T  won't  mention,  but  who  happen  to  be 
associ'^ted  with  the  clients  who  v;ill  directlv  benefit  money- 
wise  from  the  expansion  program.     And  a  third  commissioner  here 
whose  name  I  won't  mention  has  a  great  man}'  members  in  his 
organi;?:a. tion  v;ho  will  benefit  directly  from  the  San  Francisco 
Airport  expansion  program. 

The  three  biggest  landowners  in  San  Francisco  and  on  the 
Peninsula  and  the  biggest  business  associations,  these  are  the 
groups  which  v/e  see  represented  here  and  whose  interests  are 
being  clearly  considered  over  and  above  the  interests  of  the 
people  of  San  Francisco. 

Thank  you . 

MR.  MC  DONNELL:     The  next  speaker  is  Mrs.  Connie  Parrish. 

MRS.  PARRISH:     T  am  representing  Friends  of  the  Earth. 

Friends  of  the  Earth  wants  to  goon  record,  in  full  support 
of  keeping  San  Francisco  Find  the  Bay  Area  the  pleasant  place 
it  has  been,  and  we  are  therefore  opposed  to  the  proposed  ex- 
pansion of  San  Francisco  Airport*. 

If  there  were  no  other  argxament  against  the  expansion,  it 
should  be  stopped  on  the  basis  of  conservation  of  fuel.     As  we 
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visibly  near  ths  ond  of  our  oil  resources,   it  is  not  rational 
to  take  so  drastic  a  step  as  the  proposed  expansion  to  use  up 
our  oil  resources  faster.     In  the  last  analysis,  this  kind  of 
thinking  is  a  threat  to  our  nation's  security;  a  nation  that 
runs  on  oil  cannot  afford  to  run  so  much  wastefully  into  jet 
liner  tanks. 

Such  an  expansion  would  inevitably  lead  to  excessive  growt 
Otherwise,  it  would  be  an  economic  disaster.    We  don't  need 
that  growth.    We  need  harmony  with  our  environment  instead. 
There  is  no  need  to  build  another  Los  Angeles  in  a  state  that 
deserves  only  one. 

We  can  no  longer  afford  to  charge  ahead  with  a  constructio 
project  without  carefully  considering  all  the  consequences, 
without  giving  the  public  and  the  press  full  opportunity  to 
get  fully  involved  in  the  study,  even  as  they  will  be  fully 
involved  in  the  environmental  consequences. 

Certainly,  top  priority  should  go  to  efficient  use  of  our 
present  facilities.    We  have  no  assurance  that  this  has  been 
achieved  yet. 

The  airport  expansion,  like  the  SST,  is  an  example  of  a 
now-outdated  idea  that  progress  consists  of  bigger  and  faster 
—  it  does  not.     FOE  was  on  it  with  the  role  of  leading  the 
coalition  against  the  SST  and  the  nation  is  richer  for  our 
success  in  stopping  that  highly  advertised  mistake.     The  plannek 
fleet  of  Boeings  would  have  required  just  for  extra  speed  enoug 
fuel  to  keep  ten  New  Yorks  from  freezing  to  comfort  every  day, 
for  the  benefit  of  a  speed-loving  few  and  to  the  detriment  of 
the  many. 
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The  airport  expansion  scheme  promoters  have  much  in  common 
with  those    v/ho  would  have  pushed  the  SST  on  us.     We  do  not 
need  either.    We  need  to  think  of  the  alternatives  instead, 
listing  as  we  do  all  the  advantages  that  would  accrue  if  we 
simply  did  not  build  it. 

We  invite  citizens  of  the  entire  area  to  join  us  in  sparine 
San  Francisco  the  costly  mistake  of  expanding  the  airport. 

Thank  you. 

MR.  MC  DONNELL:     Thank  you. 

This  information  will  be  prepared  for  final  draft  and 
which  will  be  taken  up  at  another  hearing  in  the  future,  and 
that  date  will  be  not  at  this  time. 
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CHAIRMAN  MARTIN:     Good  evening,  ladies  and  gentlemen. 
This  is  a  regular  meeting  of  the  Airport  Land  Use  Committee  of 
San  Mateo  County. 

To  introduce  the  members  of  the  Committee,  on  the  ex- 
treme left  is  Tony  Governale,  from  the  City  of  San  Bruno. 

Next  is  Ellis  Rother,  Mayor  of  San  Carlos.    The  next 
gentleman  is  the  Honorable  "Bud"  Lycett,  the  Mayor  of  Daly  City. 

On  the  extreme  right  is  Patrick  Ahern,  Councilman  from 
the  City  of  South  City.     I'm  sorry,  Pat,  South  San  Francisco. 
The  next  lady  is  Mrs.  La  Veglia,  Planning  Commissioner  from  the 
City  of  Brisbane.    And  John  Raggio,  Planning  Commissioner  from 
the  City  of  Half  Moon  Bay. 

The  first  item  on  the  agenda  is  approval  of  the  summary 
minutes  of  the  February  meeting.     However,  we  just  got  them.  I 
don't  know  whether  you  want  to  approve  them  or  not.     What  is  your 
pleasure? 

MR.  ROTHER:     I'd  like  to  take  a  few  minutes  to  read 

them, 

CHAIRMAN  MARTIN:     You  can  read  them.     We  will  pass  and 
approve  them  next  time. 

The  next  item  is  communications.     Mr,  Masciarelli,  do 
you  have  communications?    Or  do  I  have  them  here  and  haven't  found 
them  yet? 

MR.  MASCIARELLI:     They  are  whichever  ones  you  want  to 
cover  at  this  time.     The  Plan  has  been  transmitted  to  the 
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Supervisors. 

MR.  GOVERNALE:     Tell  us  about  it. 

MR.  MASCIARELLI:     We  have  a  response  to  the  Planning 
Director's  request  for  staff  for  the  Airport  Land  Use  Committee, 
the  second  item,  following  the  minutes. 

Then  we  have  a  letter  of  transmittal  to  the  Board  of 
Supervisors  transmitting  the  Interim  Airport  Land  Use  Plan  to  the 
Supervisors,  the  District  Attorney,  the  County  Manager's  Office, 
the  Airport  Manager,  the  County  Assessor  Department  of  Building 
Construction  and  General  Services,  the  County  Engineer,  LAFCO, 
the  Law  Library,  the  County  Library. 

The  County  Planning  Commission  was  given  formal  presen- 
tation on  the  2  8th,  and  the  Plan  was  transmitted  to  them  at  that 
time. 

ThGre  is  a  letter  from  Dave  Thompson  on  the  environmen- 
tal impact  report,  with  a  carbon  copy  sent  to  Richard  Newport 
of  the  Airports  Commission,  in  relation  to  the  environmental  im- 
pact report  which  we  will  be  considering  tonight. 

The  press  release  that  the  Chairman  of  the  Regional 
Planning  Committee  sent  to  the  press  following  the  adoption  of  the 
Interim  Plan. 

A  letter  from  the  District  Attorney  concerning  the  Air 
Transport  Association's  suit  concerning  the  implementation  of  the 
California  State  noise  standards. 

That  is  all  I  have  for  communications. 

• 
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CHAIR?4AN  MARTIN:     Okay.     Thank  you,  Mr.  Masciarelli. 

Tonight  we  are  holding  a  public  hearing  on  the  San 
Francisco  International  Airport  Improvement  Plan  and  the  environ- 
mental impact  study. 

For  your  information,  this  is  a  strictly  informational 
hearing.     It  is  being  held  at  the  request  of  SFI,  on  the  basis 
that  this  would  be  the  only  night  meeting  at  which  this  hearing 
could  be  held. 

One  hearing  was  held  the  day  before  yesterday  before 
the  San  Francisco  Airports  Commission  in  San  Francisco,  and  the 
Environmental  Impact  Act  will  require  a  hearing  before  the  Plan- 
ning Commission  of  the  County  of  San  Mateo  at  some  date  to  be 
fixed,     I  don't  think  that  has  been  fixed  yet,  has  it.  Gene? 

MR.  MASCIARELLI;     I  don't  believe  it  has,  but  it  has  to 
be  within  the  next  30  days, 

CHAIRMAN  MARTIN:     It  has  to  be  within  40  days  from  the 
date  of  the  report,  so  it  will  be  within  the  next  two  or  three 
weeks.    That  is  the  official  hearing  in  San  Mateo  County. 

The  input  that  is  collected  here  tonight  will  be  for- 
warded to  the  San  Mateo  County  Planning  Commission  for  incorpora- 
tion in  their  consideration  in  their  hearing.     But  this  is 
strictly  an  informational  hearing.     This  body  has  absolutely 
nothing  to  do  with  it  officially.     It  is  strictly  an  informational 
hearing,  in  which  we  are  acting  merely  as  a  forum,  and  to  hear  the 
Plan  for  San  Francisco  International  presented. 
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We  are  interested  in  the  Master  Plan  of  San  Francisco 
International  Airport.     That  v/e  do  have  something  to  do  with.  But 
as  far  as  the  Environmental  Impact  Study  is  concerned,  we  have 
nothing  to  do  with  it  officially. 

Now,  we  will  start  out  with  Mr,  Bertken,  from  the  Air- 
port, but  we  will  take  questions  later  on.     I  would  like  them  all 
through  the  Chair.     I  would  like  to  have  you  give  your  name  and 
address,  so  that  the  stenographer  can  get  it  on  the  record.  And, 
hopefully,  ladies  and  gentlemen,   let's  don't  repeat  ourselves. 
This  is  my  third  hearing  this  week,  and  I  would  just  as  soon  make 
it  as  smooth  as  possible. 

To  introduce  some  of  the  other  people  that  are  here,  on 
my  extreme  left  is  Mr.  Masciarelli,  who  is  the  Airport  Land  Use 
Planner  on  the  County  Staff. 

Mr,  Tom  Bertken,  who  is  Deputy  Director  of  San  Francisco 
International  Airport, 

And  the  other  two? 

MR,  SIDERS:     Larry  Siders,  County  Planning  Staff, 

CHAIRMAN  ?4ARTIN:     Okay,  Tom.     The  meeting  is  yours. 

There  are  two  mikes,     Burlingame's  PA  system  is  not  the 
best  in  the  world.     Speak  into  the  mike.      Speak  directly  into  it, 
or  they  don't  hear  you, 

MR.  BERTKEN:     If  you  don't  mind,  I  am  going  to  try  and 
talk  from  over  here,  near  the  charts  that  are  going  to  be  going  up 
Can  everybody  hear  me?     I  will  .talk  loud  for  just  the  few  minutes 
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that  I  am  going  to  talk. 

This  presentation  is  on  the  proposed  San  Francisco 
International  Airport  Expansion  Program.     Included  in  this  Expan- 
sion Program  are  the  capital  improvement  requirements  for  expand- 
ing the  capacity  of  the  Airport  so  that  it  can  handle  approximate 
ly  31  million  passengers  by  the  year  1985. 

The  total  cost  of  this  program  is  $390  million.  The 
proposed  program  is  consistent  with  the  recommendation  of  the 
Regional  Airport  Systems  Study  and  the  adopted  plan  of  the  Associ 
ation  of  Bay  Area  governments, 

San  Francisco  International  Airport  is  currently  the 
major  regional  facility  serving  the  air  travellers  of  the  San 
Francisco  Bay  Area.     In  1972  the  total  number  of  these  air 
passengers  was  some  18,7  million  passengers  per  year.     San  Fran- 
cisco handled  14,7,  Oakland  2,1,  and  San  Jose  handled  1,9, 

Over  the  next  10-  to  12-year  period,  there  will  be  sub- 
stantial increases  in  this  total  number  of  air  travellers  in  the 
Bay  Area.     In  fact,  the  RASS  Report  indicates  that  by  1985  there 
will  be  some  72  million  passengers  per  year  using  the  airports 
in  the  San  Franciso  Bay  Area. 

In  order  for  this  increased  demand  to  be  met,  each  of 
the  existing  airports  must  accomodate    substantial  increases  in 
passenger  travel.     However,  at  San  Francisco  Airport  we  are 
severely  limited  in  providing  for  any  additional  passengers  over 
what  we  are  having  today. 
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This  is  a  fact  that  I  am  sure  that  any  of  you  who  have 
used  our  facilities  during  the  peak  holiday  period  can  attest  to. 

The  Expansion  Program  as  proposed  will  provide  for  that 
growth.     The  general  objectives  of  the  Expansion  Program  are  that 
it  will  improve  flight  operation  facilities,  provide  improved 
passenger  convenience,  improve  ground  aspects  to  reduce  congestion 
and  reduce  the  environmental  impact  of  the  Airport, 

Specifically,  the  designed  criteria  used  to  evaluate  the 
project,  to  be  included  in  the  Expansion  Program,  are  the  result 
of  much  study,  and  are  entirely  consistent,  as  I  said,  with  the 
recommended  Plan  of  the  Association  of  Bay  Area  Governments, 
This  Plan  was  adopted,  by  the  way,  last  November. 

Later  on  a  representative  of  ABAC  will  discuss  the 
PASS  Study  in  more  detail,  and  the  content  of  the  recommended  Plan 

The  forecasts  for  1985  that  were  used  as  our  design 
criteria  are  shown  here:   310,000  airline  operations  per  year; 
31  million  passengers  per  year;  and  166,000  vehicles  on  a  peak 
day  for  ground  access  demand. 

Now,  let's  look  at  the  individual  items  you  just  saw. 
First  of  all,  the  31  million  passengers  per  year.     The  growth 
chart  on  the  right  hand  side  shows  the  traffic  growth  of  San 
Francisco  since  1950.     You  see,  during  the  60 's,  in  this  area 
here,  the  rapid  growth  of  traffic  due  to  the  advent  of  the  jet 
aircraft.     In  the  late  1960 's  and  the  first  year  or  so  of  1970 's 
we  had  a  drop-off  in  air  travel  due  to  the  general  recession  in 
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business  activities  throughout  the  whole  country.     Then  in  this 
last  year,  1972,  there  was  once  more  an  increase,  and  the  pro- 
jections that  have  been  developed  by  RASS,  by  our  own  consultants 
working  with  us  on  the  Airport  Program,  Peat  Marwick  Mitchell, 
indicate  and  confirm  the  fact  that  by  1985  we  should  be  expected 
to  handle  some  31  million  passengers  per  year. 

To  accommodate  the  31  million  passengers  per  year,  the 
Program  will  include  additional  terminal  space,  new  boarding  areas 
provision  for  automatic  baggage  handling  systems,  people  moving 
systems,  clear  graphic  information  signs,  and  provision  for  rapid 
transit. 

Next,  the  criteria  for  handling  310,000  airline  opera- 
tions per  year.  These  represent  the  air  carrier  operations  that 
we  will  be  expected  to  have  in  1985, 

Some  background  on  this  number  would  be  helpful,  per- 
haps.    In  1969  the  Airport  handled  307,000  airline  air  carrier 
operations;  in  1970,  306,500;  in  1971,  297,000,  an  indication  of 
the  general  slow-down  because  of  the  general  business  recession. 
Then,  in  1972,  although  we  increased  our  air  travellers  by  about 
a  half  a  million  passengers,  the  number  of  aircraft  operations 
remained  the  same  because  of  the  greater  number  of  the  larger 
aircraft  that  will  be  coming  into  use. 

The  forecast  indicates  that  in  carrying  this  double  the 
nximber  of  passengers  in  San  Francisco  Airport,  as  you  can  see  by 
the  numbers  that  I  just  related  to  you,  we  will  be  doing  it 
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without  any  substantial  increase,  or  hardly  any  increase  at  all  in 
our  total  number  of  aircraft  operations  per  year.     This  is  be- 
cause, as  I  said,     of  the  much  greater  usage  of  the  larger,  wide- 
bodied  jets,  and  in  anticipation  of  a  higher  load  factor  in  these 
planes.     The  combination,  therefore,  will  result  in  this  number, 
310,000  air  carrier  operations  for  the  31  million  passengers  a 
year. 

Because  there  are  no  requirements  for  any  substantial 
increase  in  the  number  of  aircraft  operations,  there  are  no  ad- 
ditions in  our  Program  for  additional  runways,  and  we  expect  to 
get  by  on  basically  the  same  runway  system  that  we  have  now. 

Items  included  in  the  Expansion  Program  related  to  the 
air  site  operation  are  improvements  to  runways  and  taxiways  to 
provide  for  safer  and  more  efficient  operations.     Some  of  these 
items  are  improved  taxiway  systems,  improved  runways,  a  new  con- 
trol tower  for  the  FAA  flight  controllers,  new  approach  in  land- 
ing systems  —  these  are  the  air  navigation  systems  —  and  new 
capacity  aircraft  parking  aprons  around  our  boarding  areas  for 
the  new  wide-bodied  jets. 

The  third  specific  criterion  is  the  166,000  vehicles  on 
a  peak  day.     To  accomplish  this,  the  Program  includes  more  curb- 
side  loading  and  unloading,  increased  garage  parking,  increased 
remote  parking,  improved  highway  access,  and  additional  short-term 
parking. 

Currently  the  access  to  San  Francisco  International 
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Airoort  is  by  way  of  our  main  access  road  coming  in  off  of  the 
Bayshore  Freev/ay.    Additional  access  is  also  provided  at  Millbrae 
Avenue  and  San  Bruno  Avenue  into  our  Airport  service  roadway 
system. 

Passengers  coming  from  San  Francisco  and  from  points 
south  of  the  Airport  on  the  Peninsula  have  access  either  through 
Interstate  2  80,  the  El  Camino  Real,  or  the  Bayshore  Freeway. 

Now,  by  1985,  and  actually  under  construction  now,  the 
major  improvement  to  the  ground  access  to  the  San  Francisco 
International  Airport  will  be  the  completion  of  Interstate  380, 
shown  in  green  on  this  chart.     This  facility  will  provide  for  an 
interconnection  of  the  Junipero  Serra  Freeway,  El  Camino  Real, 
the  Bayshore  Freeway,  and  will  also  provide  for  parallel  freeway 
structures  adjacent  to  the  existing  Bayshore  Freeway  from,  this 
point  down  to  the  main  terminal  access  road  and  into  the  Airport 
itself. 

With  this  addition,  the  access  study  part  of  the  Region- 
al Airport  Study  indicates  there  is  a  total  net  capacity  of  some 
198,000  vehicles  on  a  peak  day,  versus  a  demand  for  some  166,000. 

Now,  based  upon  this  criterion,  the  following  will  be  a 
detailed  listing  of  the  projects  included  in  the  expansion  program 
for  your  review. 

To  assist  in  understanding  each  of  these  projects,  and 
their  relationship  to  the  total  overall  progrcim,  we  have  separated 
them  into  various  functional  groupings  that  you  see  here,  first  of 
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all,  on  the  right  hand  side.     Also,  there  is  a  time  phase  that 
relates  to  the  projects  that  have  been  underway  since  the  initia- 
tion of  this  overall  Expansion  Program  back  in  1967  until  this 
time,  which  we  call  Phase  I,  and  Phase  II,  which  is  the  work  that 
will  be  done  from  this  time  on  until  the  completion  of  the  overall 
Program  in  1981. 

Finally,  as  a  guide  as  we  describe  some  of  these  pro- 
jects, I  might  use  this  schematic  drawing  here  to  sort  of  orient 
you  to  our  terminal  complex.     This  schematic  represents  our  three 
terminal  buildings:  our  north  terminal,  which  is  currently  under 
construction;  the  east  terminal,  as  it  is  shown  here,  which  is 
really  our  existing  central  terminal?  and  the  south  terminal 
building,  which  is  known  by  that  same  name,  luckily,  right  now. 

Our  terminal  roadway  system, our  two- level  roadway  system 
will  circle  the  terminal  just  inside  the  building  complex.  The 
garage  facility  will  be  right  here  in  the  center,  and  the  passen- 
ger distribution  center  at  the  very  middle  of  the  garage,  and  the 
FAA  tov;er  coming  out  from  the  center-  of  that. 

With  that,  we  can  go  to  the  first  of  our  functional 
groupings,  which  is  the  north  terminal  complex.     It  is  a  terminal 
building  with  the  frontal  gates, three  satellite  boarding  areas 
with  connectors  to  the  terminal,  and  sidewalk  connectors  to  the 
east  terminal.     Shown  on  the  map  over  here,  the  building,  the 
aircraft  boarding  areas,  connectors  to  the  building,  cinother 
boarding  area,  and  the  sidewalk. 
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The  total  cost  of  this  complex  is  from  $55,700,000. 
These  projects  have  been  completed,  the  Phase  I,     The  Phase  II 
projects,  which  will  be  underway  shortly,  the  main  terminal 
structure  beginning  the  middle  of  this  year,  are  shown  on  that 
schedule  over  there. 

As  T  go  through  these  projects,  I  am  not  going  to  go 
through  them  in  detail,  because  I  don't  think  you  are  really 
interested  in  that  type  of  detail,  but  they  will  show  up  here  on 
the  board.     If  you  have  any  questions  about  any  of  the  particular 
projects,  please  stop  me,  anybody,  and  I  will  talk  about  them. 
Other  than  that,  I  am  just  going  to  flash  them  on  and  try  and  get 
on  with  it. 

This  is  a  rendering  of  the  front  of  the  north  terminal 
building  upon  its  completion,  taken  at  the  second-level  roadway 
level.     This  is  the  second-level  roadway,  which  is  the  level  at 
which  you  will  arrive  at  the  terminal  if  you  are  leaving  by  plane 
from  the  terminal.     You  get  off  at  curbside,  or  go  and  park  your 
car. 

The  lower  level  is  the  level  at  which,  if  you  arrive  by 
plane  and  are  leaving  the   Airport,  will  be  down  at  this  level 
below  here.     The  garage  is  over  here. 

The  ^rawing  on  your  right  hand  side  indicates  the  con- 
struction activ.tv  that  is  underway  there  right  now.     This  picture 
was  actually  taken  a  few  months  ago.     Since  that  time  the  basement 
slab  has  been  noured  for  this  building.     This  shows  thL 
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foundation.     This  is  the  second-level  roadway  at  that  point. 

The  slide  there  also  shov;s  the  orovision  that  v/e  are 
making  in  the  basement  of  that  building  for  BART,     Those  beams  and 
structures  you  see  will  stand  over  the  future  BART  tunnel,  so  at 
the  time  that  BART  comes  through  there  will  be  no  disruption  of 
our  activities  in  the  building.     It  represents  a  sizable  invest- 
ment on  the  part  of  the  Airport  in  anticipation  of  BART  coming  in- 
to the  terminal. 

Next  of  our  groupings  is  the  east  terminal  complex. 
This  is  the  present  terminal  building,  with  four  new  frontal  gates 
two  satellite  boarding  areas  with  connectors  to  these  terminals. 
The  frontal  gates  are  along  the  northeast  and  southeast  courts. 

The  frontal  gates,  as  I  am  mentioning  them  to  you,  are 
the  aircraft  boarding  areas  that  are  directly  related  to  the  ter- 
minal buildings  themselves.     In  other  words,  people  will  get  out 
of  planes  that  are  parked  right  adjacent  to  the  terminal  building, 
and  will  go  directly  into  hold  zones  and  into  the  terminal  build- 
ing itself,  as  opposed  to  being  out  ,  on  the  aprons,  going  into  a 
building,  and  then  by  people-mover  systems  of  some  form  coming  in- 
to the  terminal  buildings.     These  are  the  frontal  gates  we  are 
talking  about,  along    here.     The  word  comes  up  later    on  in  the 
discussions,  so  I  thought  I  would  have  some  idea  of  what  we  are 
talking  about  now. 

This  picture  over  here  is  to  orient  you  on  these  new 
projects  in  relation  to  the  existing  terminal  building.     This  is 
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the  existing  south  central  terminal,  the  central  part  of  it  shovm 
in  the  dark  over  there.     These  two  boarding  areas  will  be  removed 
and  replaced  by  a  single  one  coming  in  here  to  accomodate  addi- 
tional aircraft  parking  areas. 

The  projects  that  are  included  in  this  are  shown  here. 
The  total  cost  of  the  east  terminal  complex  is  $25,500,000.  The 
schedule  for  the  individual  projects  is  shown  on  the  slide  on 
your  right. 

The  south  terminal  complex.  The  south  terminal  building 
with  the  frontal  gates,  four  satellite  boarding  areas  with  connec- 
tors to  the  terminal,  and  a  sidewalk  connected  to  the  east 
terminal. 

The  layout  is  shown  over  on  your  right,  in  the  dark. 
Once  again,  as  an  orientation,  this  is  the  existing  south  terminal 
building  here.     This  is  one  of  the  new  boarding  areas  currently 
under  construction,  known  as  Rotunda  A,     These  are  existing  piers, 
boarding  areas,  that  will  be  removed  and  replaced.    This  one  will 
remain   (indicating);  this  will  be  replaced,     A  new  frontal  gate 
along  the  face  of  this  building  to  park  planes  in  along  the  front 
of  the  building. 

These  are  the  projects  that  are  included,  and  on  your 
right  a  schedule,  extending  out  in  some  areas  here  to  19  81, 

This  is  a  slide  showing  Rotunda  A,  which  is  under  con- 
struction right  now,  a  recent  slide. 

Now,  in  each  one  of  these  terminal  complexes  there  is  a 
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certain  amount  of  work  that  relates  to  all  of  them.     We  have 
grouped  these  under  what  we  call  terminal  support  facilities. 
These  are  those  facilities  required  to  make  terminal  complexes 
fully  functional.     It  is  really  such  things  as  central  utility 
plans,  which  you  see  over  there?  furniture;  provision  for  moving 
baggage,  automated  baggage-handling  equipment;  people-mover  sys- 
tems, moving  sidewalks,  our  shuttle  car  type  people-mover  systems, 
and  the  like. 

Specifically,  these  are  the  projects  that  are  in- 
cluded.    They  total  some  $20,350,000,  and,  as  indicated  on  the 
schedule  shovm  on  the  right,  portions  of  the  work  are  accomplished 
as  portions  of  the  terminal  buildings  are  completed,  as  indicated 
by  the  staccato  dots  over  on  our  schedule  there,  the  people-mover 
equipment  and  certain  demolition  work. 

As  I  mentioned  in  our  schematic  drawing  to  begin  with, 
in  the  center  of  our  terminal  complex,  we  have  our  garaging 
structure.     This  whole  grouping  we  call  the  ground  transportation 
complex.     The  main  part  is  the  central  parking  structure.  There 
is  a  passenger  distribution  center  connecting  our  people-mover 
systems  together.     The  FAA  control  tower,  the  short-term  parking 
facilities,  and  facilities  for  rental  cars. 

This  slide  shows  the  face  of  our  existing  garage,  the 
central  terminal  in  the  background. 

This  slide  shows  a  section  of  the  new  FAA  tower  some 
200  feet  up  in  the  air,  which  will  be  rising  out  of  the  center 
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part  of  this  garage  and,  as  we  see  in  a  later  rendering  of  the 
overall  Airport,  stands  out  as  a  pronounced  landmark  of  the  Air- 
port, 

This  is  a  rendering  of  the  center  of  the  garage,  which 
will  have  an  open,  atri\am-type  area  in  the  center  of  the  garage, 
which  will  be  very  helpful  for  people  using  the  garage  in  orient- 
ing themselves,  rather  than  just  have  acres  of  low-ceilinged 
concrete  structure, 

I  mentioned  short-term  parking.     This  is  a  picture  show- 
ing one  of  our  existing    courts,  where  the  rent-a-cars  now  operate 
out  of.    We  anticipate  we  will  provide  for  short-term  parking 
facilities  by  taking  over  this  structure.     This  will  occur  both 
in  the  southeast  court  on  one  side  of  the  central  terminal,  or 
east  terminal,  also  on  the  other  side. 

These  are  the  projects  that  are  included  in  the  ground 
transportation  complex,     A  total  sum  $57,857,000, 

And    then,  as  we  had  with  our  terminal  facilities,  the 
ground  transportation  has  support  facilities  that  go  along  with  it 
They  include  the  terminal  roads,  with  appropriate  signs  and  land- 
scaping, rapid  transit  access,  and  people-mover  equipment,  and 
truckage  for  the  garage  area. 

These  arc  graphics  that  will  be  replaced  with  the  new 
graphic  system  v;hen  we  get  the  terminal  roadways  completed, 

A  section  of  our  two- level  roadway  system. 

These  are  the  projects  that  are  included,  totaling 
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$32,716,000. 

Now,  that  pretty  well  completes  the  specific  work  in  the 
terminal  complex.     The  total  amount  of  those  projects  is  approx- 
imately $250  million  out  of  our  total  $390  million  Proqrcun.  You 
can  see  that  by  far  the  major  emphasis  of  our  Program  is  to  pro- 
vide for  expanded  facilities  of  our  passenger  terminal  itself. 

The  air  side  area  represents  the  runways,  improvements 
to  the  runways,  taxiways,  aprons,  and  air  navigational  aids  to  go 
along  with  them. 

The  work  involved  here  will  be  done  pretty  much  within 
the  area  that  you  see  here,  shown  in  the  tan  color,  the  field 
side,  air  side. 

To  accomodate  the  newer  planes,  the  heavier  planes,  as 
we  see  a  DC-10  landing  here,'  one  of  the  projects  that  is  included 
is  the  paving  of  runway  2  8R.     The  fill  was  completed  back  in  1969 
for  the  extension  of  that  runway,  and  we  will,  beginning  the 
middle  of  this  year,  we  v;ill  have  a  contract  to  pave  that  out, 
so  that  planes  v^ill  be  able  to  take  off  from  a  point  approximately 
12   (sic)  feet  further  tov;ards  the  Bay,  away  from  the  South  San 
Francisco  and  San  Bruno  area,  so  by  the  time  they  pass  over  that 
area  they  will  be  at  a  much  high  altitude  and  less  noisy. 

This  is  a  picture  of  one  of  those  wide-bodied  jets  we 
are  talking  about,  that  we  are  making  improvements  to  our  air  side 
facilities  for.     This  is  one  of  the  DC-10 's. 

Just  a  shot  of  the  type  of  apron  construction  around  all 
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of  our  boarding  area.     You  don't  really  see  much  but  a  piece  of 
concrete  there,  except  it  is  18  inches  thick,  to  hold  the  xi^eight 
of  these  planes. 

This  is  a  list  of  projects  that  are  included  in  Phase  I. 

This  is  v;ork.  that  has  been  already  completed  or  is  about  to  be 

is  about  to  be 

completed  right  now.     These   (indicating)   as  a  matter  of  fact  have 

^.itise   (indicating)   as  a  matter  of  face  have 

been  completed, 

completed. 

In  Phase  II  we  have  some  $24  million  worth  of  work  to 

be  accomplished,  generally  as  the  schedule  you  see  there, 

be  accomplished,  generally  as  "the  schedule  you  see  there. 

One  of  the  items  I  might  point  put  here  that  we  are 
One  of  the  ite^n^  I  might  noint  out  here  that  we  are 
working  closely  with  the  people  of  San  Mateo  County  on  is  the 
working  closely  with  the  pi^opie  ot   Sc.ii    idLO^.   ,  :^       y  on  :  s      -  , 
noise  monitoring  equipment.     This  is  the  work  that  is  required 
noise  monitoring  equipment.     This  is  the  v7ork  that  i'' 
and  vre  are  proceeding  on  in  connection  with  the  State  of  Calif or- 
and  we  are  proceeding  on  in  connection  with  •' 

nia  noise  regulations.     We  expect  to  have  this  equipment  in  opera- 

nia  noise  requlations.     '-^e  expect 

tion  the  latter  part  of  this  year,  so  that  v/e  can  begin  a  program 
tion  the  latter  part  of  thi  an  uegir.  a  ,v-oqi:am 

of  imoroving  our  noise  impact  on  our  communities,  with  the  cJbility 

of  imnroving  our       ■  ...  I'  ll  -  L--" 

of  measuring  what  various  improvements  would  actually  do,  with  the 

of  measuriii'.j  Wiac  var ir.'U :  -..tveiuents  ivouici  actually  do,  with  the 

use  of  this  monitoring  equipment, 

use  of  this  monitoring  equioment. 

Another  functional  classification  is^  the  lan<^  site 

Another  funGtior..ji   cia -^r-.if  lo;;  ti-^-n   is     the   l-.^c.-i,  site 
facilities.     These  are  Airport-owned  cargo  buildings  and  lands 

facilities.     These  are  Airport-owned  carqo  buildings  and  lands 
reclaimed  by  fill,  from  which  revenues  will  be  produced.  Primarily 

reclaimed  by  fill,  from  which  revenues  will  be  produced.  Primari  :. 
we  are  talking  about  our  vrest-of-Bayshore  property,  our  seaplane 

we  are  talking  about  Oi.ir   -'c^t:-        ;      :,->r  ■ .  ^      ,.i"c.pt;xcv,        ■    ^  ■      i .in.;^ 
harbor  fill,  and  the  north  area  fill,  which  has  been  completed 

harbor  fill,  and  the  north  area  fill,  which  has  been  completed 
already, 

alreadv . 

The  money  provided  in  this  area  will  allow  us  to  develoo 

The  jnoney  providtr^;i  ii.  tliis  aj.>^c*     ixx  allow  us  to  ac.eloi) 
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the  land  with  utilities,  roadway  systems.    This  is  a  picture  of 
the  west-of-Bayshore  property  v/e  are  talking  about,  bringing  it 
up  to  grade,  providing  roadways  and  utilities  in  there,  so  that 
tenants  can  'i'=»velop  it  for  their  Airport-oriented  service  facil- 
ities. 

This  is  a  picture  of  the  seaplane  harbor  fill  in  the 
back.     Our  seaplane  harbor  is  to  be  built  in  the  back. 

The  type  of  facilities  that  we  are  talking  about  going 
on  this  property  would  be  such  things  as  cargo  buildings  for  our 
airline  tenants;  aircraft  maintenance  facilities,  such  as  the 
American  Airlines  hangar  that  we  have  out  there  now,  shown  in  this 
view. 

This  is  a  list  of  the  projects.    They  total  some 
$19,356,000. 

Then  we  have  a  general  category  of  those  facilities, 
calling  them  airport  service  facilities,  those  facilities  re- 
quired to  service  the  entire  Airport,  including  utilities,  sewage 
and  industrial  waste  treatment  plartt,  service  roads,  and  admin- 
istrative and  maintenance  and  fire-crash  facilities.    A  portion  of 
these  have  been  completed  already,  shown  here  on  Phase  I. 

Phase  II  projects  total  some  $24,335,000,  including 
industrial  waste  treatment  plant,  frontage  road  v/idening. 

Now,  the  total  Expansion  Program.    As  a  summary  here, 
each  of  these  complexes  that  I  have  gone  over,  at  the  costs  here, 
come  UD  with  a  total  project  cost  of  $318,220,000,  to  be 
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accomplished  in  general  on  the  schedule  you  see  on  the  right. 
Betv^een  now  and  1981  we  expect  completion. 

The  Program  budget,  then,  has  to  include  other  items 
other  than  just  the  project  construction  costs.     We  have  $5 
million  for  relocation  of  various  airline  tenants  as  part  of  this 
program  of  moving  around  our  terminal  complex  and  rebuilding  it. 

We  have  a  program  contingency  of  $27,9  31,000,  which 
represents  approximately  10  percent  of  the  work  yet  to  be  accom- 
plished. 

We  have  services,  x«7hich  represent  the  salaries  and  wages 
of  our  own  employees  involved  in  managing  this  construction  pro- 
gram, as  well  as  the  services  of  consultants    in  architecture, 
engineering,  program  management. 

This  brings  it  up  to  our  total  of  $389,919,000,  which  we 
have  rounded  off  to  our  $390  Airport  Expansion  Program, 

In  conclusion,  I  would  like  to  say  that  the  projects 
which  have  been  reviewed  and  which  together  form  this  program  will 
provide  service  and  facilities  for  the  demand  of  the  air  traveller 
into  1985. 

Also,  as  was  mentioned  earlier,  a  draft  of  the  environ- 
mental impact  report  has  been  presented  to  our  Airports  Commission 
as  well  as  local  and  State  agencies  and  interested  citizens' 
groups.     In  this  draft  report  are  included  significant  effects  on 
the  environment,  environmental  quality,  both  positive  and  adverse, 
with  the  conclusion  in  this  report  that  the  prograun  that  you  see 
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designed  here  is  able  to  provide  for  those  services  while  minimiz 
ing  any  adverse  effects  on  the  environment. 

I  thank  you  very  much. 

(Applause.) 

CHAIRMAN  MARTIN:     Thank  you,  Mr.  Bertken. 
Do  any  members  of  the  Committee  have  any  questions  of 
Mr.  Bertken? 

MR.  GOVERNALE:     You  made  a  statement,  Tom,  about  28R. 
The  expansion  is  12  feet? 

MR.  BERTKEN:     Twelve  thousand  feet.     Excuse  me.  Or 
1200.     Excuse  me, 

CHAIRMAN  MARTIN:  Ellis? 

MR.  ROTHER:     I  have  a  question.     I  presume  from  the 
projections  the  advanced  aircraft,  the  wide-bodied  aircraft,  are 
essentially  the   types  of  airplanes  that  would  be  used  all  through 
this  Expansion  Program.     No  other  types  are  anticipated,  esseftti- 
ally,  other  than  refinements  of  those? 

MR.  BERTKEN:     The  Expansion  Program  is  oriented  toward 
a  much  larger  percentage  of  all  wide-bodied  aircraft  at  San  Fran- 
cisco Airport. 

MR.  ROTKER:     My  question  was,  are  different  types 
anticipated?    Are  there  just  larger  aircraft  of  these  same  types? 
They  are  not  other  types?    For  example,  supersonic  transport,  or 
something  in  between? 

MR.  BERTKEN:     No.     We  ar.e  talking  about  aircraft  pretty 
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much  as  you  see  in  the  picture,  the  DC-10,  the  747  and  the  L-1011, 
what  we  knov;  now  as  a  class  of  planes  called  wide-bodied  jets, 
which  handle  many  more  passengers  within  the  same  number  of 
operations, 

V7e  are  not  envisioning  the  advent  of  the  SST,  for 
instance,  which  really  doesn't  carry  more  passengers.     It  goes 
faster. 

MR.  GOVERNALE:     Just  two  other  questions  here, 

Tom,  the  Airport  access  studies  presently  call  for  three 
separate  plans  for  the  turn-around  yard  for  the  cars.      Now,  you 
alluded  to  none  of  those  plans  in  this  master  Plan,  for  west-of- 
Bayshore.     I  think  the  people  of  San  Bruno,  Millbrae,  and,  I  under 
stand,  Burlingsime,  are  quite  disturbed  about  the  location  of  that, 

MR,  BERTKEN:     Currently  we  are  against,  also,  the  use  of 
that  property  as  a  car    storing  or  turn-back  facility  for  the 
BART  access,  which  I  guess  you  are  talking  about,  ' 

MR.  GOVERNALE:     We  are  against  it  too,  and  we  will 
support  you  100  percent, 

MR.  BERTKEN:     Thank  you, 

MR.  GOVERNALE:     The  other  question  is,  in  your  discus- 
sions concerning  the  v;est-of-Bayshore  properties  you  showed 
maintenance  facilities,  which  obviously  held  large  aircraft,  or 
were  designed  to  hold  large  aircraft.     I  was  trying  to  understand 
how  you  would  attempt  to  get  the  aircraft  across  the  freeway. 

MR.  BERTKEN:     In  my  attempt  to  get  through  my  discussion 
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in  as  brief  a  time  as  possible,  I  made  some  generalizations  there 
that  ran  things  together. 

The  west-of-3ayshore  property,  as  we  envision,  will  be 
for  airport-oriented  commercial  industrial  type  tyings,  such  as 
catering  kitchens,  office  space,  that  type  of  back-up,  whereas  on 
the  seaplane  harbor  fill  we  are  talking  about  things  that  have 
access  to  our  taxiways  as  they  exist  right  now,  which  are  aircraft 
maintenance  facilities. 

MR,  ROTHER:  So  they  don't  anticipate  crossing  the 

freeway? 

MR.  BERTKEN:    No.     I  am  sorry,  the  answer  is  yes.  We 
have  no  plans  for  anything  to  do  v/ith  the  freeways, 

CHAIRMAN  MARTIN:     Let's  get  that  real  clear,  Tom. 
(Laughter.)     You  have  no  plan  at  this  time  or  in  the  future  for  a 
runway  — 

MR.  BERTKEN:  I  have  never  had,  nor  do  I  have  now,  nor 
do  I  see  any  chance  in  the  future  for  any  plan  for  any  runway 
crossing  the  freev^ay-. 

CHAIRMAN  ^lARTIN:     Anything  else?    Mr.  Ahem. 

MR.  AHERN:     Yes,  I  would  like  to  ask  Tom,  if  everything 
went  on  schedule,  no  mishaps,  vjhen  will  this  Plan  be  completed? 

MR.  BERTKEN:     It  will  be  completed,  as  we  see  now,  the 
final  projects,  in  1981, 

A  good  portion  of  the  work,  however,  as  we  envision  it, 
is  going  to  be  in  the  next  three  years,  our  major  construction 
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activities.     From  that  time  on  we  start  moving  people  around  and 
doing  that  checkerboard  type  of  operation,  which  won't  have  nearly 
the  dollar  volume  of  construction  work  in  the  last  part  of  the 
program,  but  will  still  carry  on  into  1981, 

CHAIRMAN  MARTIN;     Is  that  it,  Pat? 

Mrs,  La  Veglia,  do  you  have  any  questions? 

MS.   LA  VEGLIA:  No. 

CHAIRMAN  MARTIN:  John? 

MR.  RAGGIO:  Nothing. 

MR.  GOVERNALE:     I  hate  to  ask  all  the  questions,  but 
the  anticipated  1200-feet  increase  in  the  runway,  what  indication, 
could  you  give  us  some  indication  of  what  that  is  going  to  mean 
in  noise  reduction? 

MR.  BERTKEN:     I  can't  give  that  information  at  this 
time,  but  I  can  get  you  some  idea  as  to  how  high,  say  on  the  aver- 
age plane,  how  much  higher  on  the  average  plane  it  would  be  with 
that  means.     But  I  don't  have  it  right  now,     I  will  get  that  in 
a  letter  form  if  you  like. 

MR.  GOVERNALE:     I  v;ould  appreciate  it. 

FROM  THE  FLOOR:     Mr.  Bertken  — 

CHAIRMAN  MARTIN:     Just  a  minute.     Let  me  finish  up  here. 

Tom,  I  don't  want  to  get  into  an  argument  with  you  and 
Tony  on  the  BART  storage  yard.     That  could  go  on  all  night, 
particularly  in  this  particular  locality. 

But  I  am  concerned  about  the  automobile.     You  are  going 
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to  dump  so  many  automobiles  out.     What  I  would  like  to  know  is,  j 
how  much  planning  has  been  done  with,  say,  the  Division  of  High- 
ways and  other  jurisdictions,  on  what  happens  to  these  automobile! 
once  they  get  outside  the  Airport  proper,  because  the  adjoining  #1 
communities  are  vitally  concerned.  i 

MR.  BERTKEN;     Certainly,  as  I  mentioned  and  showed  on  f 
the  charts,  the  biggest  single  factor  is  the  Interstate  380 
route,  and  our  coordination  with  the  Division  of  Highways  on  thatL 
of  course,  has  been  very  close.     We  have  anticipated  that  project f 
for  a  number  of  years  now. 

As  far  as  the  coordination  with,  for  instance,  Millbraef 
and  so  on,  we  haven't  really  gotten  down  to  the  detailed  design 
of  such  things  as  intersections  at  Millbrae  Avenue  and  Old  Bay-  I 
shore  or  even  further  down  as  far  as  the  development  of  Bayshore  ^ 
and  what  possible  part  V7e  can  play  in  that.  ■ 

We  do  envision  that  there  will  be  an  increased  need,  a  j 
need  to  improve  those  intersections.  We  don't  see  it  as  being  a 
project  of  the  magnitude  that  would  really  have  to  be  listed  in  I 
here.  We  knov;  that  overall  traffic  improvements  are  going  to  have! 
to  take  place  for  those  intersections,  but  we  don't  look  at  them  k 
as  major  projects,  at  least  as  part  of  our  program.  j 

I  think  you  are  pointing  out  something  that  we  certainly 
have  to  work  with.  It  is  something  we  haven't  got  designed  at  1 
this  time  as  to  what  will  be  done,  but  we  need  to  work  with  the  I 
communities.  it 
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I  think  you  are  pointing  out  something  that  we  certainly 
have  to  work  with.     It  is  something  we  haven't  got  designed  at 
this  time  as  to  what  will  be  done,  but  we  need  to  v/ork  with  the 
communities, 

CHAIRMAN  ^^RTIN:     Well,  this  is  why  I  think  we  need  to 
get  started,  because  Mi  librae  overoass  now  is  pretty  near  capacity 
If  you  add  more  cars,   it  is  going  to  be  over  capacity,  and  the 
spill-over  comes  onto  Broadway  and  then,  eventually.  Peninsular 
Avenue, 

MR.   BEPTKEN:  Right, 

CHAIRMAN  'lARTIN:     And  all  those  overpasses  are  becoming 
difficult.     Sc  it  is  time  to  get  started  on  planning  what  we  are 
going  to  do  with  these  cars, 

MR.  BERTKEN:     I  agree.     We  have  had  meetings  with  people 
of  Millbrae,  with  staff  and  some  of  the  councilmen  of  Millbrae. 
I  think  we  are  going  to  sort  of  all  get  together,  for  instance  on 
such  things  as  the  Millbrae  overcrossing ,  and  work  with  the  Div- 
ision of  Highv;ays  to  get  some  projects  initiated  there. 

MR,  ROTHER:     On  the  same  subject,  I  think  you  said  you 
anticioate  166,000  vehicle  movements  by  19  85.     How  does  that  com- 
pare to  what  they  are  now?     I  didn't  hear  the  present  figure. 

MR.  BERTKEN:  I  am  not  sure  of  the  present  figure,  I 
think  it  is  somev;here  around  100. 

FROM  THE  ^LOOR:     It  is  between  94  and  100, 

MR.  BERTKEN:     Now,   9  4-  to  100,00  0, 
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MR.  ROTHER:     So  we  are  talking  about  a  50  to  60  percent 
increase  in  vehicle  movements  — 
MR.  BERTKEN:  Yes. 

MR.  ROTIIER;     —  without  the  technicological  advantage 
that  the  aircraft  is  showing  in  terms  of  larger  aircraft  carrying 
more  people  with  no  more  aircraft  movement.     I  haven't  seen  any 
automobiles  designed  yet  that  are  larger. 

In  other  words,  the  movement  problem  that  I  think  Dave 
has  mentioned  is  probably  one  of  the  most  serious  that  we  have. 

MR.  BERTKEN:     That's  true.     I  think  it  is,  and  I  think 
that,  once  we  begin  to  get  back  to  it,  the  initiation  and  the  push 
to  get  the  Interstate  380  built,  which  is  almost  like  a  parallel 
freeway  which  has  direct  access  to  our  general  road  system,  I 
think  that  is  imperative.     It  is  going  along.     I  guess  it  is  com- 
pleted now  down  to  the  Southern  Pacific  tracks  in  San  Bruno,  and 
it  is  anticipated  they  will  be  awarding  contracts  shortly  for  the 
interchange  work  at  Bayshore  Freeway,  and  then  I  believe  their 
schedule  calls  for  the  competion  of  the  project  in  about  1975, 
1976,  which  will  bring  it  directly  into  the  Airport, 

I  think  with  that  improved  access,  and  the  interconnec- 
tion it  provides  to  the  existing  freeway  system,  the  Junipero 
Serra  Freeway  and  the  Bayshore  Freev/ay,  it  will  provide  for  a  good 
portion  of  that  substantial  increase. 

CHAIRMAN  MARTIN:     The  point  is,  Tom,  we  better  be  sure 
we  are  right,  because  it  doesn't  do  you  any  good  to  build  an 

mm 
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airport  to  serve  31  million  passengers  \A7hen  only  20  million  can 
get  there.     So  I  think  that  is  of  a  great  deal  of  concern  to  the 
adjoining  communities,  particularly  San  Bruno  and  Mi  librae  and 
Burlingame, 

MR.  GOVERNALE:     Particularly  if  the  other  80  million 
are  sitting  in  San  Bruno,  Millbrae  and  Burlingame .waiting  to  get 
on, 

CHAIRMAN  MARTIN:     Yes,  that  is  the  problem,  waiting  to 
get  on  and  get  off. 

MR.  BERTKEN:     All  I  can  say  is,  I  can't  see  any  imped- 
iment to  our  working  together  to  get  these  things  resolved, 

CHAIRMAN  MARTIN:     Fine,     We  will  put  the  monkey  on  your 
back,  and  let  you  take  the  initiative  in  the  near  future. 

MR.   BERTKEN:     All  right. 

CHAIRMAN  MARTIN:     Like  any  time  between  now  and  the 
first  of  April, 

Anyone  else? 

MR,  AHERN:     I  would  like  to  be  sure  that,  in  these 
expansions,  the  Federal  Aviation  regulations  will  be  complied  with 
as  soon  as  possible,  starting  when.     You  are  building  a  lot  more 
landings.     You  are  going  to  make  more  landings,  and  all  these 
things.     What  are  we  doing  to  comply  ^</ith  the  Federal  Aviation 
regulations  concerning  noise? 

MR.  BERTKEN:     The  state  regulations,  I  think  you  are 
talking  about. 
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MR.  AHREN:     There  will  be  no  problem,  in  your  estima- 
tion? 

MR.  BERTKEN:    No,  I  don't  think  so.     I  think  we  have 
looked  at  the  state  noise  regulations.     They  are  very  severe,  but 
there  are  a  number  of  alternative  ways  in  which  you  can  comply. 
They  cover  the  range  of  things  from  revision  to  the  aircraft  op- 
erating procedures  to  getting  the  planes  higher  as  soon  as  they 
get  off  the  ground,  different  approach  patterns  to  reduce  the 
noise  of  their  approach  path.     The  aircraft  manufacturers  are 
working  on  aircraft  engines  which  produce  less  noise,  which  is 
really  the  source  of  the  problem. 

There  are  any  number  of  things  available  within  a 
reasonable  time  frame  which  is  set  up  in  the  state  regulations, 
so  I  think  that  we  can  comply  with  them, 

MR.  AHERN:     Hearing  all  this,  I  am  sure  you  are  going 
to  go  along  with  a  motion  I  might  have  to  make  a  little  later. 

CHAIRf^JVN  MARTIN:     It  is  standard  for  Mr.  Ahern  to  load 
the  questions. 

Ellis? 

MR.  ROTHER:     I  have  heard  the  comment  made  that  the 
landing  and  take-off  patterns,  which  have  evolved  over  the  years, 
when  planes  could  come  in  very  low  along  the  Bay,  and  sound  wasn'i 
a  problem.     They  simply  glided  in.     This  isn't  nearly  utilized  in 
the  capacity  of  planes  to  come  in  high  and  drop  rapidly.     I  am  a 
layman,  and  I  vrould  like  a  littj.e  clarification.     Did  you  follow 


SCHILLER'S  REPORTING  SERVICE 

1095   MARKET  STREET,  SUITE  814 
SAN   FRANCISCO    94  103 
TEL:  (415)  552-^441 


1 

2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 


29 


my  question? 

Instead  of  coming  in  at  very  low  glide  angles,  which  is 
normal  if  you  have  lots  of  space  and  no  noise  problem,  and  this 
has  been  the  practice  because  it  evolved  this  way,  when  you  had 
more  onen  space  and  far  fewer  planes.  However,  the  capacity  of 
the  planes  would  allow  them  to  come  in  at  much  higher  altitudes 
and  drop  much  more  rapidly.  Is  this  being  done,  or  is  the  poten- 
tial for  doing  this  greater  than  it  is? 

MR.  BERTKEN:     Well,  to  a  certain  extent  it  is  being 
done.     Some  of  the  airlines  right  now  are  using  what  they  call, 
during  visual  flight  conditions,  the  weather  being  clear  and  so 
on,  they  are  using  what  they  call  a  two-segment  approach,  where 
they  are  doing  as  you  suggest.     They  come  in  high.     They  drop 
down  at  about  a  six-degree  angle,  and  then. when  they  are  about 
500  feet  off  they  level  off  at  about  a  three-degree  angle,  which 
they  come  in  at. 

Now,  you  mentioned  the  fact  that ^ you  know,  they  come  in 
at  the  flat  angle.     The  angle  the  airplanes  come  in  at  on  their 
approach  to  the  Airport  is  pretty  much  directed  by  the  type  of 
air  navigation  system  and  navigation  controls  that  are  set  up, 
the  radio  beacons,     and  so  on,  which  are  considered  safe  for  them 
to  come  in  when  operating  v/hen  it  is  just  instrument  conditions. 
And  normally  they  use  that  same  angle  they  have  in  the  past  for 
most  of  their  flight  operations, 

Nov/,  certain  of  the  operators,  the  airline  operators, 
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are  using  this  two-segments.     Perhaps  more  of  them  x-zill.     It  is  a 
matter  of  training.     It  is  a  matter  of  getting  your  pilots 
accustomed  to  it.     It  is  a  matter  of  a  number  of  things, 

CHAIR^-IA^^  MARTIN:  Mr.  Peel,  where  are  you?  Mr.  Peel  is 
the  Deputy  Director  of  ADAG,  and  he  has  a  statement  he  would  like 
to  make  in  regard  to  the  RASS  report. 

MR,  PETER  PEEL:     Thank  you,  Mr,  Chairman. 

My  purpose  is  to  present  a  very  brief  report  to  you  on 
the  background  of  this  study,  the  Regional  Airport  Systems  Study, 
which  has  taken  some  years,  and  forms  a  context  within  which  bot'-« 
the  San  Francisco  and  other  airport  extension  will  be  formulated 
over  the  next  few  years. 

The  Regional  Airport  Systems  Study  was  a  process  that 
took  some  three  years,  involving  a  great  number  of  citizens  in 
the  communities  of  thf»  Bay  Area.     It  originated  from  a  number  of 
points  of  view,  one  of  the  important  ones  being  the  finding  of  the 
BCDC    Bay  Plan,  that  v;hile  airports  were  a  legitimate  use  of  the 
Bay,  there  should  be  a  regional  study  to  determine  the  availabil- 
ity and  feasibility  of  upland  sites,  where  the  proper  allocation 
of  air  passenger  traffic, aviation  activity  among  the  existing 
airoorts. 

That  was  one  of  the  origins  of  the  Study,     There  were 
many  others,  including  the  fact  that  there  were  no  agencies  at 
that  time  authorized  or  empowered  to  undertake  this  kind  of  study, 
and  ABAG,  as  a  comprehensive  planning  agency,  was  able  to  bring 
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together  the  thrsa  major  airport  operators  and  the  other  commun- 
ity groups  into  a  comprehensive  Study, 

One  of  the  early  objectives  of  the  Study  was  to  not  onlv 
carry  out  the  usual  technical  studies  relating  to  capacity  anal- 
ysis, air  space,  ground  access,  and  so  forth,  all  the  ingredients 
that  go  into  coming  up  with  a  set  of  alternative  airport  systems 
planned,  but  also  to  focus  very  directly  on  the  immediate  environ- 
mental issues. 

This  was  clear  to  all  those  involved  in  the  Study,  be- 
cause of  the  trends  nation-wide,  which  have  shown  that  airport 
plans  which  were  formed  without  benefit  of  this  kind  of  very 

I 

serious  and  very  careful  attention  almost  inevitably  run  into 
trouble,  become  issues  of  great  heat  and  emotionalism,  and  have 
ultimately  failed  and  had  to  be  redone. 

As  a  result  of  this,  after  the  conclusion  of  the  tech- 
nical phase  of  this  Study,  v;e  entered  into  a  series  of  studies 
which  were  related  to  environmental  issues.     As  one  example,  we 
used  the  Bay  Area  Air  Pollution  Control  District,  under  contract 
to  our  Study,  to  provide  us  with  a  study. of  the  aviation  impact 
on  air  quality,  and  a  set  of  criteria  for  locating  or  judging  the 
location  of  possible  airport  locations. 

In  addition,  there  was  a  rather  extensive  public  hearing 
phase  prior  to  the  formation  of  the  planned  recommendations,  which 
happened  just  this  past  June.  Some  five  public  hearings  were  held 
They  were  held  in  Fairfield,  Oakland,  San  Jose,  San  Francisco,  and 
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San  Rafael,  spending  a  period  between  November,  1971,  to  February, 
1972, 

The  key  issues  that  emerged  from  these  hearings,  which 
had  an  attendance  of  anywhere  between  80  to  300  people,  heading 
the  list  was  concern  about  the  possible  effects  of  aviation  noise. 
The  second  was  the  concern  v/ith  Bay  fill.     Third,  a  broader  con- 
cern was  the  whole  question  of  urban  growth  and  growth  of 
facilities  to  support  the  growth  of  the  metropolitan  area.  Final- 
ly, a  continuing  concern  was  air  quality,  the  possible  lowering 
of  air  quality  due  to  aviation  activity. 

The  RASS  Committee  v;as  the  hearing  board  for  these 
hearings,  the  Regional  Airport  Systems  Study  Committee,     It  was 
composed  of  representatives  from  each  of  the  nine  counties,  plus 
the  three  major  airport  operators,  plus  a  rather  large  ex-officio 
membership,  which  included  from  the  very  beginning  of  BCDC,  FAA, 
the  State  Department  of  Aeronautics,  other  agencies  which  had  a 
direct  and  immediate  interest,  and  expanded  out  to  include  a  num- 
ber of  other  groups  which  had  environmental  or  other  kinds  of 
interests. 

The  RASS  Committee  looked  at  a  number  of  other  alter- 
natives.    At  one  time  I  believe  there  were  14  alternative  sets  of 
airnort  systems.     This  was  putting  various  numbers  of  passengers 
at  various  locations. 

In  addition  to  the  existing  three  airports,  they  looked 
at  quite  a  number  of  possible  alt?ernative  sites.     One  site  that 
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was  suggested  was  the  MidBay,  entirely  new  Bay  fill  operation, 
lying  somewhere  between  Oakland  International  and  San  Francisco 
International.     There  was  a  possible  site  in  Eastern  Contra  Costa, 
one  at  Hollister.    We  looked. at  the  possibility  of  short  take-off 
and  landing  airports  in  rather  close-in  areas,  Richmond  being  one 
example. 

The  Site  E  prospect  in  San  Jose  was  examined,  ultimately 
rejected.     And,  finally,  there  was  an  examination  of  the  possib- 
ility of  joint  use  of  military  airports  with  civilian  operations. 

The  final  Plan,  adopted  November  30th  by  the  ABAG 
Executive  Committee,  is  a  conditional  Plan.     It  depends  on  certain 
criteria  being  met. 

These  are,  very  briefly,  in  an  abbreviated  form,  first 
of  all,  a  lower  population  and  economic  growth  rate  than  was 
initially  suggested.     The  inital  basis  for  the  Study  v;as  the 
already-adopted  ABAG  Regional  Plan,  1970-1990.     In  looking  at  the 
recent  trends,  and  in  response  to  the  evident  citizen  concern 
about  growth  rates  in  general,  a  somewhat  lower  growth  rate  was 
adopted  for  the  purposes  of  the  Plan    in  response  to  this,  and  in 
fact  ABAG  is  undertaking  an  overall  reassessment  of  the  population 
projections  in  growth  rates  that  were  initially  prepared  back  in 
1968  and  1969. 

Parenthetically,  this  is  responsive  to  one  concern  that 
was  expressed  in  the  forecast  formula.     The  population  variable 
is  not  the  most  significant  variable.     It  is  not  the  one  that  nas 
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the  most  effect  on  the  projected  number  of  air  travellers.  There 
are  other  factors,  such  as  per  capita  income  and  other  factors, 
which  have  a  greater  effect. 

As  a  second  primary  conditional  criterion,  the  Plan  is 
conditioned  upon  the  ability  of  the  airport  operators  to  meet 
state  noise  regulations,  and  to  meet  them  currently,  and  to  meet 
them  as  their  plans  are  developed  incrementally. 

Finally,  there  was  an  air  quality  requirement,  not 
quantitative,  but  a  fairly  specific  air  quality  requirement,  which 
is  also  a  condition  on  the  Plan  being  carried  out. 

The  Regional  Plan  looked  at  the  environmental  issues, 
and,  as  I  say,  this  was  the  primary  focus  of  a  major  part  of  the 
study,  and  determined  that  there  was  a  reasonable  opportunity  to 
develop  the  Regional  Airport  Systems  Study,  using  the  existing 
sites,  avoiding  the  tremendous  capital  and  other  costs  of  develop- 
ing new  upland  sites,  and  for  the  airports  to  meet  these  criteria 
in  a  staged  development  and  handle  the  capacities  in  the  final 
Plan, 

The  check  and  balance  is  that  each  project  —  and  many 
of  these  will  be  federally  assisted,  and  thus  subject  to  the  re- 
view and  comment  of  a  number  of  bodies,  including  ABAG  ~  each 
project  must  demonstrate  the  ability  to  meet  the  criteria  laid 
out  during  the  implementation  phase. 

Heaviest  emphasis,  as  a  result  of  all  this,  was  a  major 
focus  on  the  Oakland  Airport,  which,  if  planned  recommendations 
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are  to  be  realized,  will  experience  something  like  a  12-fold 
increase  in  their  annual  passengers  compared  to  1972, 

In  San  Francisco  it  is  a  doubling.     While  this  is  a 
lov^er  number,  of  course,  there  is  a  base  of  annual  passengers  in 
1972  which  is  substantially  higher,  being  approximately  some  15 
million. 

This  completes  my  presentation,  "4y  purpose  is  again  to 
simoly  place  before  you,  vrhich  many  of  you  are  familiar  with,  the 
background  of  this  study,  and  the  context  within  which  individual 
airnort  planning  is  going  on  and  V7ill  continue  in  the  future. 

If  the  Commission  v.'ere  to  wish  it,  we  would  be  happy  to 
come  back  with  more  detail,  more  technical  presentation  at  some 
time  in  the  future. 

Any  questions? 

CHAIRMAN  MARTIN:     Thank  you,  Pete.  ^ 

Do  the  Commissioners  have  any  questions? 

That's  it.     We  appreciate  it. 

Now  I  will  take  questions  from  the  audience,  again,  let 
me  caution  you,  through  the  Chair.     Please  give  your  name  and 
address . 

As  a  matter  of  protocol,  I  will  recognize  my  Mayor  first 
the  Honorable  Mr,  Mangini,  the  Mayor  of  Burlingame, 

HON.  VICTOR  A.  MANGINI:     316  Burlingame  Avenue. 

Two  questions,  very  short  ones.     How  high  will  that 
tower  be,  and  do  you  envision  narking  thesr»  166  ,000  cars? 
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MR.  BERTKEN:     Tho  tower  v^ill  be  about  200  feet  up  in 
the  air  to  the  cap,  v/hich  is  the  top  of  the  tower. 

The  parkinq  facilities  that  we  are  providing  are  not 
directly  related  to  the  166,000  vehicles  a  day.     They  are  related 
by  the  for^iula  of  the  number  of  parking  spaces  we  need  now  to  the 
number  of  cars  vto  have  coming  in. 

It  does  relate,  though,  we  are  planning  to  have  parking 
sufficient  for  those  neople  having  daily  access  to  our  airport, 

CHAIRMAN  '1ARTIN:     Anyone  else? 

Mayor  Walker,  are  you  going  to  pass,  or  comment,  or 
what.     Mayor  Walker,  of  T^oster  City.     The  olace  is  full  of  mayors 
tonight. 

HON.  WILLIAM  E.  WALKER:     The  first  one  I  would  like  to 
ask,  to  Tom,  is  aircraft  operations,  310,000  per  year.     VJhat  doef=? 
that  mean  in  the  way  of  actual  aircraft  being  used,  number  of 
take-offs  and  landings?     Is  that  the  same  thing,  or  does  that  mean 
something  different? 

MR.  BERTKEN:     The  operations  include  take-off  and  land- 
ing, so  it  is  approximately  half  and  half,  if  that  is  responsive 
to  your  question. 

MR.  WALKER:     Then  you  do  not  have  310  take-offs  and 
310  landings? 

MR.  BERTKEN:     No,  it  is  the  total  operations. 

MR.  WALKER:     Total  operations.  Okay. 

I  vrould  like  to  have  the  record  reflect  that  the  Citv 
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of  Foster  City,  our  staff  has  gone  over  the  environmental  impact 
reoort  of  the  San  Francisco  International  Airport,  and  we  wish  to 
qo  on  record  at  this  time  that  we  feel  that  there  are  areas  in  the 
renort  that  we  think  will  have  an  effect  on  Foster  City  that  have 
not  been  addressed,  as  an  environmental  impact  upon  the  City  of 
Foster  City  resident  taxpayers.  would  like  to  be  able  to  give 

you  our  prepared  statement  of  what  x«/e  feel  these  vacancies  or 
voids  are  at  the  San  Mateo  County  Planning  Commission  meeting. 

We  would  also  like  to  ask  the  Planning  Commission  staff, 
Mr,  Hill,  to  be  sure  to  inform  us  formally  on  the  place  and  the 
time  of  that  meeting,  so  that  v/e  will  be  sure  to  be  there,  and  be 
sure  to  give  you  the  information  at  the  time  of  the  meeting. 

We  would  prefer  to  give  it  to  you  prior  to  the  meeting, 
so  that  those  people  who  have  concern  would  have  the  opoortunity 
to  review  it  and  look  at  it  and  be  prepared  to  answer  to  us. 

We  would  also  like  to  send  that,  too,  to  the  various 
people  v7ho  desire  that  information  from  us, 

MR.  BERTKEN:     I  was  wondering  if  we  couldn't  have  that 
information  put  into  the  record  tonight,  and  we  will  get  on  it 
right  away,  'layor  Walker. 

MR.  WALKER:     Tom,  v/e  haven't  got  it  in  a  real  formal 
manner.     We  have  a  lot  of  rough  notes  at  this  time.     We  could  get 
it  to  you,  I  believe,  this  week. 

MR,  BERTKEN:     If  you  could  get  it  to  us,   say,  before  the 
end  of  the  week,  we  V70uld  appreciate  it,     XVe  could  then  put  it 
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into  our  records,  and  get  on  to  it  right  away, 

'1R.  WALKER:     Would  you  like  to  have  us  forward  a  copy  t 

you? 

MR.  BERTKEN:     Yes,  please. 

CHAIR^lAN  'lARTIN:     Can  you  give  us  an  idea  of  what  your 
problems  are,  generally? 

■'R,  WALKER:     Generally  we  think  that  there  are  areas 
concerning  the  number  of  aircraft,  the  access  to  San  Francisco 
Airoort,  the  impact  upon  the  freev^ay.     There  are  just  several 
areas  which  we  think  V7ill  affect  us,  and        would  just  like  to 
speak  to  those,     ?Je  don't  think  they  are  in  the  report, 

MR.  BERTKEN:     Fine,     V7e  would  like  to  have  it.  Thank 

you, 

MR.  WALKER:     Dave,  do  you  want  us  to  send  you  — 

CHAIRMAN  MARTIN:     Yes,  I  vrould  like  to  have  it,   so  our 
records  are  complete. 

■!R.  T7ALKER:     Okay,  fine.     We  will  send  one  to  you,  and 
a  set  to  the  County. 

CHAIRMAN  MARTIN:     The  lady  way  in  the  back. 

MS.  SYLVIA  GREGORY:     There  are  two  questions  that  I  am 
very  interested  in.     The  access  to  the  lands  west  of  the  freeway, 
that  are  to  be  filled  and  utilized  in  airport  operations  —  not 
operations,  but  for  the  support  buildings,     I  would  like  to  know 
where  the  access  to  those  lands  is  going  to  be  made, 

MR,  BERTKEN:     The  primq  access  v;ill  be  an  overcrossing 
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of  the  Bayshore  Freeway,  a  structure  connecting  the  Airport 
property  on  one  side  to  the  Airport  property  on  the  other,  just 
to  the  south  of  the  entrance  roadway  system,  just  to  the  south, 
say,  of  the  airport  Hilton  Hotel  there. 

CHAIR'IAN  MARTIN:     Will  there  be  any  other  access,  Tom? 

'IR.  BERTKEN:     There  will  be  accesses,  I  would  imagine, 
from  the  street  system  at  Millbraa  and  San  Bruno,  but  the  primary 
flow  of  traffic  that  we  are  talking  about  is  related  to  the  Air- 
port, and  therefore  we  are  building  —  actually  the  Highway,  this 
is  part  of  their  commitment  to  us  from  years  back,  our  building 
the  overcrossing  on  the  Bayshore  ^ree^»'ay,  to  interconnect  our 
Airport  lands. 

MS.  GREGORY:     This  is  the  access  from  the  Airport  to 
this  land.     But  what  about  all  of  the  other  stuff. 

MR.  BERTKEN:     There  will  also  be  access  off  of  the 
Interstate  3  30  Freeway  system  to  those  lands.     There  will  be  off- 
and  on-ramps  from  the  Interstate  3  80  Freeway  system, 

Ms.  GREGORY:     Through  San  Bruno? 

MR,  BERTKEN:     No,  through  Airport  lands  only, 

MS,  GREGORY:     Do  you  have  any  idea  of  the  percentage  of 
the  population  now?     I  mean,  are  there  any  figures  of  general 
population  that  use  air  transportation? 

MR,  BERTKEN:     I  don't  have  those,  Mrs,  Gregory,  right 
now.     I  don't  know  whether  Peter  Peel,  from  ABAG,  would  have  that 
available  right  now.     Do  you? 
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[ 

FROM  THE  FLOOR:     Above  6  0  percent, 

MR,  BERTKEN:     Above  60  percent,  our  Director  of  Planning 
of  the  San  Francisco  Airport  indicated. 

FROM  THE  FLOOR:     WOuld  you  clarify  60  percent,  however, 
please?     Some  part  of  60  percent  I  doubt  uses  air  transport  more  ^ 
than  once  in  five  years,     A  very  significant  part  of  that  is  the  r 
business  world  that  uses  it  v/ith  frequency,     I  think  that  should 
be  clearly  pointed  out,  vhat  part  o-*"  the  population  uses  it  with  | 
hiah  frequency, 

MR,  BERTKEN:     I  think  that  no  doubt  that  information  is  } 
available,     I  knov;  of  a  state  aviation     plan  that  is  ongoing,  ^^''^i 
is  collecting  that  type  of  information  in  very  detailed  form,  and 
I  am  sure  they  are  able  to  give  us  a  frequency  chart  of  percentaiel 
of  the  population  that  uses  it  once  every  10  years,  or  once  everv 
five  years.     You  certainly  can  get  that  information,  t 

MS,  CRE'^ORY:  Because  the  expansion  that  is  going  to  be  [ 
affecting  us  ail  for,  you  knov;,  a  small  percentage  of  people's  use, 
seems  strange,  -  1 

The  rrentleman  vrho  spoke  about  the  RASS  Study  said  that 
there  vrere  no  Public  hearings  held  during  this  Study  in  San  Mateo, I 
and  I  am  wonderinT,  since  this  County  holds  the  greatest  environ-  i 
mental  degradation  due  to  the  largest  airport  in  the  Bay  Area 
beinq  in  our  laps,  v^hy  vre  didn't  have  a  public  hearing  here  in 
San  Mateo  County, 

MR,  PEEL:     Initially  there  were  only  three  public  [ 

■ 
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hearings  scheduled,  one  for  the  North  Bay  Area,  the  Central  Bay 
Area,  and  the  South  Bay  Area.     This  was  expanded  to  the  sequence 
of  five  that  I  mentioned. 

Also,  what  I  failed  to  mention  was  that,  following  the 
formation  of  the      final  plan    and  recommendation  in  June  of  last 
year,  a  series  of  public  hearings  were  held  by  the  ABAG  Executive 
Committee  lasting  through  July,  August,  September,  October  and 
November.     These  v/ere  hearings  after  the  fomation  of  the  Plan 
recommendation  and  after  the  Plan  recommendation  booklet  had  been 
published. 

MS.  GREGORY:     I  think  that's  all.     I  think  we  are  hold- 
ing the  bag  on  this  business.     It  is  going  to  be  a  great  impact 
on  us.     Thank  you. 

CHAIR^4AN  MARTIN:     Anyone  else? 

MS.  MARIE  X-TELCH  GRAHAM:     Mrs.  Tommy  Graham,  958  Chula 
Vista,  between  Sanchez  and  Ma j ilia,  one  block  west  of  California 
Drive. 

About  the  noise  level,  already  certain  northwesterly- 
prevailing  winds,  we  often  wonder  if  we  will  still  have  a  roof  on 
our  house  come  morning.     This  may  be  a  very  stupid  question,  since 
I  have  two  sons.     One  is  flying  with  PSA  and  one  is  flying  for 
Santa  Monica  Airport,     But  I  wonder  why  they  don't  use  the  avenue 
of  the  broad  expanse  of  the  Bay,  the  Pacific  Ocean,  to  come  in  and 
light  down  on  the  Airport, 

My  second  question  is  about  the  access  and  egress 
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planned  from  San  ^rancisco  Airport.     How  vrill  that  affect  Bur- 
linqame?    The  present  merry-qo-round  we  have  cominq  off  the 
Bay<?hore  Freev/ay  is  something  less  than  desirable,  but  is  better 
than  the  Slaughter  Avenue  that  we  had. 

The  third  is  its  effect  on  California  Drive,  which  has 
become  a  sort  of  lesser  than  the  freeway,  but  almost  as  good  as, 

CHAIR?4AN  MARTIN:     Part  of  this  I  can  answer,  and  that  is 
exactly  the  point  I  made  with  Mr.  Bertken,  and  that  is  that  we 
need  to  do  some  studies  on  the  impact  that  is  going  to  come  to 
San  Bruno,  Millbrae  and  Burlingame, 

'IS.  GRAHAM;     Then  there  are  tv/o  of  us. 

CHAIR^IAM  ^1ARTIN:     Yes.     There  are  several  of  us.  This 
is  one  of  the  things  v/e  have  to  solve,  because  to  knock  those  cars 
loose,  all  it  is  going  to  do  is  put  them  on  our  streets,  and  we 
are  already  jammed  to  begin  with. 

MS.   GR^^HAM:  Right. 

CH7\IRTOJ  'lARTIN:     That  we  hope  to  get  into,  and  I  know 

with  all  the  brains  we  have  at  San  Francisco  International  we  will 

be  able  to  solve  that. 

MS.  GRAHAM:     Sir,  may  I  suggest,  we  have  a  few  brains 

in  Burlingame, 

CHAIRMAN  MARTIN:     Thank  you.  Ma'am, 

Tom,  she  had  a  couple  of  other  questions,  too, 

MR.  BERTKEN:     I  think  your  first  question  was  related 

to  the  frequency  of  arrivals  over  .the  water.     Certainly  some  87 
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percent  of  the  aircraft  that  land  at  our  Airport  come  in  over  the 
water,     I  think  it  is  about  that  number. 

(Members  of  audience  indicate  disagreement.) 

MR.  BERTKEN:     On  our  two-way  runway  series. 

The  landings  you  describe  sound  like  the  ones  that 

happen  — 

MS.  GRAHAM:     About  5; 30  or  6:00  in  the  morning, 

MR.  BERTKEN:     I  don't  know  what  percentage  it  happens, 
but  during  the  time  that  we  have  a  south  wind,  or  a  north  wind, 
I  guess  it  is,  and  our  planes  will  be  coming  in  over  Burlingame 
and  making  a  turn  and  landing  on  the  19  series  runway. 

CHAIRMAN  MARTIN:     Are  you  talking  about  planes  taking 
off  or  planes  landing? 

MS.  GRAHAM:     I  don't  know.     I  often  think  they  are  going 
to  land  on  my  garage  or  barn  roof. 

CHAIRMAN  MARTIN:     Tom,  we  have  a  situation  in  which, 
during  a  storm,  they  are  on  19,  and  they  take  off  and  they  swing 
over  just  about  where  she  is. 

MR,  BERTKEN:     Right.     That  I  think  is  about  three  per- 
cent of  our  operations,  or  something  like  that,  one  percent  of 
our  operations.    Most  of  our  operations  certainly  are  oriented 
toward  taking  off  and  landing  over  the  water.     That  is  the  one 
asset  that  San  Francisco  International  Airport  has  going  for  it. 
There  are  many  airports  around  the  country  that  have  more  severe 
problems  than  we  do. 
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MS.  GRAHAM:     How  about  the  ocean,  though?    Hov;  about  the 
Pacific  Ocean?    VJhy  can't  they  come  in  over  the  Gate? 

CHAIRF4AN  MARTIN:     Then  they  land  over  my  house, 
(Lau-^hter.) 

MR.  ROTHER:     I  quess  you  lost  that  one. 

CHAIRMAlvl  MARTIN:     Anyone  else  have  any  questions? 

The  lady  in  the  back  of  the  room,  the  last  row, 

MS.  MIMI  V7HITNEY:     I  would  like  to  start  by  asking  for 
clarification  on  something,     I  may  not  be  reading  it  correctly, 
because  I  haven't  had  the  environmental  impact  report  in  my  hands 
very  long,  but  if  we  assume  that  we  can  justify  the  increase  in 
the  passenger  use  to  31  million,  and  then  we  figure  that  the  new 
aircraft  that  will  be  used  will  handle  more  people,  and  be  quieter 
Also,  the  report  goes  on  to  say  that,  with  this  type  of  assumption 
of  the  quieter  aircraft,  the  amount  of  land  and  development  that 
will  be  affected  will  have  a  net  decrease.     It  goes  something  like 
that.     Do  you  follow  me? 

MR.  BERTKEN:     I  think  what  you  are  referring  to  is  the 
part  of  the  report  that  discusses  the  noise  impact,  within  certain 
noise  contours,  as  we  use  the  terminology.     Basically  what  that 
says  is  that  in  1985,  with  the  310,000  operations  that  we  are 
talking  about,  the  number  of  residences  or  the  total  area  v/ithin 
the  impacted  area  is  going  to  be  substantially  less  than  it  is 
today, 

MS.  WHIT:jeY:     Okay,     i^ine.     Thank  you. 
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Now,  in  another  part,  in  another  section  —  I  have  in 
my  notes  Section  2,  page  17,  or  Section  2,  paqe  19.    You  are  bas- 
ing your  basic  data  in  this  report  on  the  assumption  that  there 
will  be  no  chanae  in  land  use.    Now,  I  am  just  wondering,  because 
I  see,  for  instance,  up  in  our  northern  end  of  the  County,  a  pro- 
posed great  amount  of  lanrl  use  change. 

Now,  I  am  probably  not  as  familiar  as  many.     I  am  just 
getting  into  reading  these  maps,  and  it  is  hard  to  understand 
noise  contour  areas,  but  I  know  for  a  fact,  because  I  live  in 
Brisbane,  that  v/e  do  experience  quite  a  bit  of  noise  at  this  time, 
I  am  just  a  nev;  voice  that  you  might  be  hearing  more  from,  but 
if  these  planes  are  going  to  be  quieter,  what  I  am  trying  to  get 
to  is,  if  you  are    assuming  that  you  are  not  going  to  have  any 
land  use  change,  and  we  are  anticipating  land  use  change  on  San 
Brunq  Avenue,  how  will  you  have  a  net  decrease  in  this  area?  If 
you  build  up  the  population,  wouldn't  you  then  have  an  increase, 
if  this  is  in  a  noise  contour  area? 

MR,  BERTKEN:     Actually,  taking  your  example,  San  Bruno 
Mountain,  for  instance,  in  1985  the  noise  contours  we  are  talking 
about  vrouldn't  be  on  San  Bruno  'lountain.     They  would  be  closer 
to  the  Airport. 

I  think  you  are  perhaps  getting  a  little  mixed  up  be- 
tween land  use  and  noise  contours.     Noise  contours  don't  directly 
affect  a  change  in  land  use.  They  are  a  super-position  on  existing 
land  use  as  to  level  of  noise  impact  on  that, 
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f. 


[ 


I  think  that  t-ilking  nbout  no  changes  in  land  use  meann 
that  v;hGn  wo  set  out  a  chart,  it  indicated  there  wore  a  certain 

n.a^.bcr  of  residenccT  v;ithin  the  noise-impacted  area  now,  and  that^ 

I 

there  were  lessor,  substantially,  residences  in  the  noise  area  inl 
1985,  It  is  relating  to  the  general  level  of  development  v;ithin  *r 
those  areas.  -  f" 

The  newer     areas  that  you  are  talking  about  don't  fall 
into  the  noise-impacted  area,  anyv/ay. 

That  relates  to  our  statement  talking  about  existing 
land  use  not  changing,' 

MS.  WHITNEY:     I  think  I  do  understand  that.     I  ,an  just 
questioning, 

I  would  like  to  ask,  through  the  Chair,  a  question  of 
•Irs,  La  Veglia.     Has  there  been  any  discussion  in  your  area  in 
regard  to  the  Airport  Land  Use  Committee  on  some  of  the  possi 
land  use  recoT-nendations  that  might  bo  made  for  San  Bruno  Mountai 

MS,  LA  VE1LIA:   Are  you  addressing  your  question  to  me? 

MS,  I-7IIITNEY:     Yes.  ^ 

MS,  LA  VEGLIA:     I  am  the  alternate,   and  I  haven't  | 
attended  too  many  of  these  meetings,  so  I  dbn*t  know,  although  /I 
I  have  brought  it  up  about  the  noise  that  we  are  suffering  in  }' 
Brisbane,  especially  v;hen  the  winds  are  coming  out  of  the  north-  T 
west.     Some  days  it  is  about  a  minute  and  a  half  apart,   and  these] 
planes  are  going  so  low  over  Brisbane  that  they  shake  the  house. 

MS.  \^IIT:JEY:     Has  anyone,  to  your  knov/ledge. 


m 

lible  Ij" 


l. 
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investigated  the  noisG  level  in  Brisbane,  to  know  if  it  comes  up 
to  state  regulations? 

MS.  LA  VEGLIA:     Not  to  my  knowledge.     There  have  been 
no  tests  taken    that  I  know  of. 

MS.  WHITNEY:     This  leads  to  another  question,  then. 
Where  will  these  noise  monitoring  systems  or  equioment  be  placed 
in  North  County?     Is  there  any  way  of  finding  out  vrhere  they 
might  be,  or  influencing  where  they  might  be? 

MR.  BERTKEN:     Yes,     There  currently  are  studies  under 

way. 

No,  influencing,  no,  because  the  state  law  says  where 
they  will  be  placed.     They  will  be  placed  along  a  particular 
noise  contour,  and  will  require  continuous  monitoring  from  here 
on  out.     As  the  location  of  that  contour  might  change  due  to 
increased  use  of  quieter  planed,  the  monitors  from  time  to  time 
will  be  moved  to  stay  primarily  on  that  particular  contour,  so 
that  it  really  monitors  that  dividing  point.     It  is  not  a  theoret- 
ical t;^'pe  of  calculation  to  show  where  this  impact  area  is,  but 
actually,  over  the  years,  continuously  monitoring  at  the  point 
where  supposedly  this  dividing  line  is  between  the  noise  impact 
areas . 

The  state  lav;  tells  v/hero  those  monitors  will  be  located 
MS.  WHITNEY:  One  final  comment,  and  that  is,  in  going 
over  the  EIR,  I  didn't  really  feel  that  I  got  much  of  an  environ- 
mental impact  statement  in  the  way  of  secondary  effect. 
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It  was  TTiGntioned  in  there,  and  you  mentioned  also,  that^ 
there  v;ill  be  a  build-up  in  adjacent  areas,  either  airport-related 
facilities,  or  hotels  and  catering  services,  et  cetera.  I  may  L 
have  missed  it,  but  I  don't  feel  that  I  really  found  in  the  reporj* 
enoucrh  detail  on  the  secondary  effects  of  build-un  with  regard  to 
land  use  and  population  density,  sewer  treatment,  traffic  and  ^ 
transportation,  which  has  been  brought  un  tonight,  and  the  use  of 
natural  resources,  sxich  as  gas  and  electricity,  that  would  be 
generated  by  the  build-un  in  the  adjacent  areas,  I  think  that  is 
something  that  really  has  to  be  aone  into. 

Than'-:  you,  |^ 

CnMT1A'\^  MARTIN:  Tony? 

MR.  noVERNALE:     That  is  a  point  we 
why,  since  this  meeting  tonight  is  for  this  nurpose,  that  we  don' 
recommend  that  the  report  include  an  adequate  evaluation  of  what 
the  increased  autnmobile  traffic  load  generated  by  the  Airport  'f 
will  be  on  ths  city  streets  and  arterial  freevrays  surrounding 
the  A-irport,   -md  that  be  included  in  your  study. 

CH.\I''''VI  MARTIN:     Can  do,  Tom? 

MR.  '^.ERTKEN:     Certainly  we  want  to  look  at  it, 
CHAJi^MAN  MARTIN;     The  lady  in  the  back,  Mrs.  Larsen 
MS.  ELLIE  LARSEN:     I  came  to  the  front  because  I  usuallv 
carry  around  so  ^-nuch  stuff  with  me, 

I  have  a  number  of  questions  that  I  would  like  to  ask, 
Mr,  B?rtken,   in  your,  presentation  you  made  the  statement!' 


[ 


ill  made,     I  don't  see]!" 

t 


SCHILLER'S  REPORTI^JG  SERVICE 

1095   MARKET  STREET.  SUITE  814 
SAN   FRANCISCO     94  103 
TEL:   (4  15)  55^-244  1 


1 

2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 


49 


that  there  were  297,000  operations  in  1971,  and  the  same  in  1972, 
and  that  larger  jets  were  now  being  used  at  the  Airport,  starting 
in  197  2,     I  would  like  to  see  if  I  can  come  to  some  understanding 
of  just  exactly  what  is  happening.     I  have  been  in  conversations 
with  the  principal  of  a  school  that  has  a  noise  problem,  and  he 
tells  me  that  his  last  count  —  and  we  are  not  very  far  into  1973 
—  his  teaching  day  of  330  minutes  loses  47  minutes  to  jet  noise. 
Everything  has  to  stop,  because  no  one  can  hear  anyone  else,  so 
class  was  stopped.     The  teacher  stops,  the  students  stop,  and 
they  wait  for  the  plane  until  they  can  continue  again. 

Now,  that  is  his  latest  count,     I  didn't  ask  him  whether 
he  made  it  in  January  of  this  year  or  in  1972,  or  when  it  was. 
But  it  was  his  most  recent  count. 

When  I  talked  to  him  about  the  subject  in  1971,  he  told 
me  that  it  was  32  minutes  of  the  teaching  day  that  was  lost.  I 
would  like  to  find  out  why  the  big  jump,  when  you  were  supposed 
to  be  using  more  of  the  larger  jets,  and  can  we  expect  this  to 
continue  in  the  future,  that  these  children  are  going  to  have 
their  education  substantially  affected  by  the  jets? 

MR,  BERTKEN:     I  don't  have  access  to  the  numbers  or  the 
locations  for  what  you  are  talking  about.     All  I  can  say  is  that, 
with  the  advent  of  the  jets  that  are  quieter,  the  noise,  the 
course  of  the  noise  and  the  number  of  these  planes  that  have  these 
quieter  engines  on,  they  are  going  to  be  greater,  and  the  total 
impact,  therefore,  over  the  days'  time  or  over  the  years'  time. 
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V7ill  be  less. 

MS.  LA'^SEN:     Then  nerhaps  I  should  follow  it  up  with 
another  question.     The  RASS  Study  received  comments  by  the  Air 
Transport  Association,  and  in  their  comments  they  stated  that 
they  felt  that  it  might  be  difficult  to  meet  the  1985  standards 
through  retrofit  and  the  use  of  larger,  quieter  planes,  because  o 
economic  reasons,  pure  and  simple.     The  airlines  might  not  be 
able  to  invest  the  money  in  order  to  do  this. 

Now,  as  a  next  question,  earlier,  before  the  presenta- 
tion started,  there  was  a  mention  of  the  ATA  suit  regarding 
state  noise  requirements.     Does  anybody  knov;  anything  about  that? 
What  are  they  suing  over?     Are  they  trying  to  avoid  them? 

CHAIRMAI^  ^lARTIN:     That  basically  is  it,  yes. 

MS.  LARSEN:     So  in  effect  we  have   the  industry  challeng 
ing  the  state  noise  requirements  and  then,  perhaps,  if  they  are 
successful,  than  all  of  these  smaller  CNEL  contours  may  not 
indeed  come  to  nass.     Am  I  understanding? 

CHAIRMAN  'lARTIN:     T-That  they  are  doing  is  challenging 
the  state  Act,  on  the  grounds  that  the  federal  government  has 
pre-empted  the  field. 

However,   if  the  state  Act  is  overturned  or  if,  in  any 
event,  regardless  of  the  state  Act,  I  think  the  federal  governmen 
is  going  to  move  into  the  field  and  require  the  same  thing  as  the 
state  does  now.     The  State  of  California  is  actually  ahead  of  the 
federal  government. 

• 
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That  is  the  whole  basis  for  the  suit,  that  the  federal 
government  has  pre-empted  the  field,  and  therefore  the  state 
should  not  be  in  it, 

HS.  LARSEN:     Are  the  federal  requirements  substantially 

the  same? 

CHAIRMAN  ^lARTIN:     I  don't  believe  there  are  any.  But 
there  is  no  question  that  the  federal  government  is  moving  into 
almost  every  field  of  environment,  and  undoubtedly  they  will  move 
into  the  noise  environment, 

MS.  LARSEN:     I  have  so  many  questions,     I  am  sorry  to 
take  up  your  time,  but  I  do  feel  that  they  are  important. 

CHAIRMAN  MARTIN:     That  is  what  we  are  here  for. 

MS.  LARSEN:     Yes,  I  think  so,  too. 

The  ATA  comment  regarding  economic  problems  with  the 
airlines  I  think  are  extremely  important,  that        cannot  rely 
on  achievement  of  these  CNEL  contours,  perhaps,  even  if  the  law 
says  so.     Hov;  are  you  going  to  make  the  airlines  kick  out  the 
money  to  retrofit  old  planes,  or  ship  them  out  to  South  America 
and  buy  nev/  big  ones,  or  x;hatGver  thev  are  going  to  do?     I  think 
it  is  a  real  problem. 

Also,  I  understand  from  the  environmental  statement  in 
The  RASS  Study  that  the  per  canita  income  v/as  used  in  passenger 
projections.     Now,  what  is  happening,  or  what  is  current  now  for 
a  few  years  is  extreme  inflation  that  is  not  abating,  and  I  don't 
know  when  it  is  going  to  abate,  or  if  it  will  abate,  or  if  it  is 
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a  wav  of  life.     I  would  like  to  suggest,  or  I  really  would  like 
to  ask  somebody,  because  I  don't  think  there  is  anybody  here  who 
would  know,  whether  this  was  taken  into  account,  the  inf lationar\j 
spiral  that  is  accelerating,  ■  . 

CHAIRMAN  MARTIN:     Mr.  Peel  might  be  able  to  answer  it. 
I  don't  know.  j 

'IR.  PEEL:  I  really  can't  in  technical  detail.  I  might 
make  a  couole  of  comments.  | 

I  finally  flioped  through  my  book  here  in  response  to  . 
one  of  the  earlier  questions.  One  of  the  guestionaires  that  we  ' 
did,  which,  for  the  record,  was  hicrhly  unscientific,  just  a  clip-l 
out  coupon  which  went  out  with  some  30,000  copies  of  a  newspaper- 
tyne  supplement  went  out,  but  we  got  about  SOO  replies  back. 

It   indicated  some  80  percent  of  the  people  who  res- 
ponded to  this  unscientific  guestionaire  had  taken  an  airplane  ' 
out  of  th3  3;?.v  .Area  at  least  once  within  the  last  year.     Roughlv  I 
25  percent  hid  taken  an  airplane  out  more  than  five  times. 

Again,  I  cannot  respond  in  technical  detail  to  your 
question,  but  I  nicrht  just  make  the  observation  that,  in  the 
course  of  the  study,  one  of  the  things  that  we  did  vras  go  around  ' 
to  a  number  of  groups  and  make  presentations  and  solicit  viev7s. 
One  startling  fact  was,  in  making  presentations  to  college  groups 
the  degree  of  air  travel.     This  is  the  group  which,  presumably,  | 
is  not  of  high  income,  but  well  over  half  of  one  particular  group 
the  University  of  California,  ,had  flov/n  to  Europe.  I 

•  1 
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MS.  LARSEN:     They  get  good  rates. 

One  other  thing,  regarding  the  ground  access  problem, 
which  you  seem  to  be  quite  on  top  of.     I  don't  know  whether  you 
have  had  a  chance  to  read  the  environmental  report.     It  is  thick, 
it  is  long,  it  is  wordy,  it  is  redundant. 

CHAIR'IAM  MARTIN:     It  is  like  any  other  government  re- 
port, 

MS.  LARSEN:     This  one  is  worse.     It  has  conflicts.  It 
is  inconsistent. 

Anyhow,  there  are  a  couple  of  things  regarding  the 
ground  access.     First  of  all,  they  assume  that  BART  will  be  built, 

I 

and  that  30  percent  of  the  Airport  users  will  travel  by  BART, 
which  is  an  extremely  generous  percentage.     The  RASS  Study  came  up 
with  a  figure  of  13  to  18  percent, 

Nov7,  I  think  we  have  got  to  take  this  into  account  when 
we  think  about  those  ground  access  problems. 

The  other  one  is  the  maverick  San  Mateo  County  voter. 
Are  they  goirg  to  nay  for  BART? 

CHAIRMAN  MARTIN:     If  you  don't  mind,  tonight  I  would 
like  to  get  clear  away  from  BART.     I  have  got  enough  trouble  with 
BART  in  my  own  city,  and  I  don't  want  to  get  into  it  with  the 
Airport. 

MS.  LARSEN:     Anyhow,  I  think  it  is  part  of  the  ground 
access  problem.     I  would  like  to  ask  Mr.  Bertken,  if  the  San  Mateo 
County  voters  decide  they  don't  v;ant  to  pay  for  BART,  who  will  pay 
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for  it? 

CHAIRMAN  MARTIN:     I  don't  think  Mr.  Bertken  can  answer 
that  question,  (Laughter.) 

MS.  LARSEN:     I  thought  maybe  the  Airport  would  pay  for 
it,  since  they  are  counting  on  30  percent  of  their  31  million 
passengers  to  use  it.     It  is  a  legitimate  Airport  cost, 

MR.  BERTKEN:     First  of  all,  I  don't  think  in  our  access 
studies  and  the  figures  that  v/e  are  looking  at  in  access  studies, 
that  vie  are  talking  about  30  percent  using  BART,     So  if  that  is 
the  interpretation  in  the  Environmental  I.Ttnact  Report,  that  is 
just  another  point  we  will  have  to  look  at  and  clarify  as  part  of  I 
our  final  Report, 

MS,  LARSEN:     Okay.     Then  the  other  thing  is,  in  the 
ABAG  RASS  Study,  there  were  certain  basic  assumptions  made  re- 
garding ground  access,  and  one  was  that  there  would  be  no  con- 
straints caused  by  ground  access.     In  other  words,  they  allotted 
31  million  passengers  to  San  Francisco  Airport,  based  on  an 
assumption  that  tnere  would  be  no  problem  getting  there,  that  all 
ground  access  would  be  free  and  easy. 

This  is  obviously  not  what  we  have  here  today,  now. 
We  do  have  ground  access  problems,  that  will  be  quite  acute  at 
31  million  passengers,  and  I  am  just  delighted  that  you  seem  to  be 
on  top  of  this,  and  I  am  glad  for  your  motion,  if  it  was  a  motion, 
Tony. 

MR,  GOVERNALE:     V7ell,  it  is  on  the  record  now. 
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'IS.  LARv*5EM:     Yes.     It  is  a  real  problem, 
I  have  so  many  other  questions,  but, I  have  taken 
enough  of  your  time.     Thank  you  very  much. 

CHAIRMAM  MARTIN:     "'hank  you,  Mrs,  Larson, 
Anyone  else  have  any  comments? 

MR.  DANIEL  PAvSS:     Mr.  Chairman,  gentlemen,  I  am  not 
here  to  comment  on  the  land  use  plan,  or  the  expansion  of  the 
Airoort.     I  believe  that  this  session  was  slated  strictly  for  the 
consideration  of  the  Bnvironmentai  Impact  Report,  which  is 
unsigned,     I  don't  know  who  prepared  it.     Usually  in  a  document 
of  this  importance,  the  professionals  behind  it,  and  their  impact, 

I 

should  be  indicated. 

But  from  a  substantive  standpoint, a  reading  of  the  En- 
vironmental Impact  Report  on  this  program,  and  comparing  it  with 
the  Resources  Agencv's  Secretary's  Guidelines,  recently  formulated 
there  are  many  things  that  concern  a  municipal  planner. 

Number  one,  this  document  —  and  I  am  sure  many  of  you 
have  read  it  —  is  what  is  usually  Characterized  as  pro  forma. 
It  covers  everything,  and  really  touches  on  nothing. 

For  instance,  when  it  comes  to  the  zoological  and  botan- 
nical  species,  which  is  an  important  part  of  any  ecological  con- 
sideration, it  confines  its  efforts  and  studies  to  merely  a 
recapitulation  of  everything  that  has  been  presented  in  all  of 
the  regional  reports,  from  BCDC  to  ABAG, 

The  seaplane  harbor  rough  fill  project,  while  alluded 
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to,  is  not  mentioned,  is  not  addressed,  is  not  really  touched  I 
upon.  This  is  Bay  fill,  and  this  is  a  very  important  factor  that  J 
should  have  been  considered,  V 

While  probably  insignificant,  certainly  something 
should  have  been  addressed  on  archeological  and  historical  sites. 
This  is  totally  negated  in  the  report. 

Of  greater  significance,  ground  transportation  problems 
and  solutions.     There  is  no  real  solution  presented  in  this  docu- 
ment.    Now,  according  to  the  guidelines  set  down  by  the  Resources 
Agency's  secretary,  when  a  large  problem  is  addressed,  alter- 
natives are  supposed  to  be  provided,  other  methodologies. 

In  my  opinion,  gentlemen,  this  report  relies  too  heavilyl 
upon  abac's  revised  opinion  on  the  handling  of  regional  air  trans-^ 
port. 

Now,  what  interested  me  most,  we  have  a  republic  faced 
with  a  terrible  energy  consumption  problem,  a  problem  of  retreat- 
ing supplies  of  fossil  fuels.    Now,  if  you  read  this  report,  its 
total  address  to  this  problem  is  :''Well,  if  you  run  an  airport, 
you  have  got  to  use  fossil  fuels.     If  you  run  an  airport  you  have 
got  to  burn  thousands  of  gallons  of  jet  fuel,  and  you  have  to 
spend  many  more  thousands  each  hour  in  bringing  passengers  into 
the  depots . " 

Nov;,  I  would  submit,  I  have  heard  Mrs.  Whitney,  Mrs. 
Larsen,  talk  on  some  very  important  problems,  that  have  been 
totally  avoided,  not  merely  not»  touched  but  avoided,  by  this. 
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We  have  had  two  devaluations  in  the  past  year  of  the 
dollar.     We  have  had  a  total  inflation  for  the  past  decade,  which 
is  an  unofficial  devaluation.     Now,  if  these  figures  are  the  ones 
the  unnamed  consultants  employed  in  developing  the  increased 
standard  of  living  and,  ergo, the  increased  demand  for  foreign 
and  domestic  air  travel,  it  is  totally  insupportable. 

As  I  say,  I  have  no  adverse  comments,  and  no  encouraging 
statements  about  the  Airport,     I  use  the  Airport  myself.  Just 
like  that  college  kid,  I  have  taken  trans Atlantic  flights.  But 
I  do  say  that  before  any  consideration  of  the  Airport  be  made,  a 
professional  report,  environmental  impact  report,  should  be  re- 
quired. 

This  is  a  heavy  book,  but  it  is  based  on  very  heavy 
paper.  It  is  based  on  margins  that  even  Oscar  Wilde  couldn't 
exnect. 

There  is  one  statement  in  here,  6.1,  relationship  be- 
tween local  short-term  uses  of  man's  environment  and  the  mainten- 
ance and  enhancement  of  long-term  productivity,  and  it  is  eight 
short  lines. 

Now,  this  in  no  way  —  I  know  Mr.  Ahern  wouldn't  let  me 
get  avray  with  this  if  I  did  an  environmental  impact  report  — 
meets  the  state  lai-f. 

In  closing,  I  would  like  to  call  this  honorable  body's 
attention  to  one  more  absurdity.     One  of  the  most  important  things 
an  environmental  impact  report  can  ever  cover  is  the  irreversible 
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and  irretrievable  commitment  of  resources  v;hich  will  result,  and 
that  is  five  attenuated  lines,  and  I  can  read  it  to  you.  After 
the  heading  of  "Implementation  of  the  expansion  program  will  re- 
quire the  expenditure  of  the  following  resources,"  it  sayss 

"Construction  material  for  building  and  pavement;  con- 
struction material  for  building  furnishings;  energy  supplies  for 
heating  and  cooling  buildings;  manpovrer  for  construction;  money 
for  construction." 

Gentlemen,  this  is  a  disgrace. 

Thank  you, 

(Applause, ) 

CHAIRMAN  MARTIN:     Dr,  Garbell. 

MR,  MAURICE  A,  GARBELL:     I  am  a  resident  of  San  Francis 
CO,  at  1714  Lake  Street,     I  am  a  consultant  for  the  City  of  South 
San  ^rancisco  on  matters  relating  to  aviation,  air  traffic,  and 
noise, 

I  should  like  to  address  myself  strictly  to  the  noise 
problems,  which  have  been  mentioned  in  the  Environmental  Impact 
Report    and  in  the  discussion. 

First,  may  I  just  briefly  speak  to  some  specifics  that 
have  been  mentioned.  One,  the  matter  of  the  southward  take-offs 
on  runway  19  during  strong  south  winds. 

From  personal  observation  I  can  assure  you  that  those 
take-offs  are  made  when  there  is  s.'mply  no  alternative.  Many 
pilots,  during  strong  south    win^s ,  will  continue  to  take  off  on 
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runvrays  10,  noaninq  from  San  Bruno  out  toward  the  Bay,  even  v;ith 
cross  winds  as  strong  as  25  knots,  and  even  when  the  runways  are 
wet.     It  is  safe.     It  is  done  well  below  the  demonstrated  cross 
v;ind  velocities  of  the  respective  airplanes.     But  it  takes  a  lot 
out  of  the  pilots. 

Some  other  pilots  will  simply  park  at  the  north  end  of 
runway  19  and  wait.     Either  the  wind  increases  enough,  to  30  or  35 
knots,  in  V7hich  case  they  v/ill  take  off  from  runway  19,  or,   if  the 
wind  goes  dov/n  to,  say,  about  15  knots  from  the  south,  they  x^/ill 
taxi  back  to  runway  10  and  take  off  from  runv;ay  10  out  toward 
the  Bay, 

So  when  they  take  off  on  runway  19,  they  have  done 
everything  possible  to  avoid  that  kind  of  take-off.     That  kind  of 
take-off  is  perfectly  safe.     The  climb  slope  is  steep.     But  those 
few  instances  are  noisy.     They  are  very  disturbing  at  the  moment 
when  they  occur.     But  they  are  so  rare  that  they  simnly  do  not 
show  up  in  the  noise  exposure  contours  for  the  year,  at  least,  not 
appreciably. 

Number  two,  the  Brisbane  problem.  Unfortunately  there 
was  a  period  when,  because  of  problems  with  navigational  aids, 
the  pilots  were  not  quite  sure  where  the  turn  v/as ,  and  some  of 
them  turned  too  soon.     Nov;,  this  has  been  investigated  by  the 
Federal  Aviation  Administration,     Any  discussion  on  vrhat  happened, 
why  it  happened,  and  what  v/as  done  to  obviate  cr  at  least  minimize 
the  problem  should  come  from  the  Federal  Aviation  Administration, 
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Nov7,  I  don't  want  to  make  a  big  speech  on  the  technol 
ogy.     If  this  Committee  will  permit  me  on  some  other  occasion, 
V7hen  they  have  a  little  spars  time,  I  would  like  to  talk  about 
this  in  detail. 

Hoi^ever,  let's  say  briefly,  type  of  aircraft.  The 
backbone  of  the  airlines  in   the  next,  say,  10  years  no  doubt  will 
be  the  DC-10,  the  Lockheed  1011,  and  the  quieted  747, 

Nov;,  when  you  talk  about  retrofit  you  are  not  including 
the  747,  please,  because  the  747  v;ill  be  re-equipped  with  the 
quieter  engine  within,  it  is  reasonable  to  assume,  the  next  two 
years,  both  for  the  reason  of  noise  and,  much  more  importantly 
for  the  airlines,  because  the  airlines  need  the  additional 
performance  of  the  more  powerful  and  quieter  engines.     This  is 
an  assured  fact, 

Yc!5,  there  will  be  quieter  airplanes  beyond,  say,  the 
next  five  to  eight  years.     Rolls  Royce  is  developing  an  RB-211 
engine,  somewhat  similar  to  the  Lockheed  1011,  which  is  approxim- 
ately five  decibels  quieter  yet  than  the  present  R3-211,  which 
already  satisfies  federal  aviation  regulations.  Part  36,  This 
is  not  a  pipe  dream. 

Just  to  give  you  one  particular  case,  since  various 
airport  authorities  and  various  ABAG-like  bodies  have  used  dif- 
ferent assumptions,  the  noise  projections  for  the  Dallas-Fort 
Worth  Regional  Airport  include  large  two-engine  aircraft,  some- 
thing like  a  two-engine  DC-10,  samething  like  a  two-engine 
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Lockheed  1011,  which,  in  those  calculations  is  assumed  to  be 
about  five  decibels  quieter  than  today's  Part  36  airplanes. 

It  is  true  that  the  Air  Transport  Association  opposes 
retrofitting,  but  they  don't  oppose  quieter  engines.     The  only 
question  is,  the  air  transport  industry  really  cannot  be  expected 
to  foot  the  bill,  and  they  are  —  I  think  I  am  not  throv/ing  any 
sand  at  them  —  they  are  simply  trying  their  best  to  put  the 
cost  on  somebody  else. 

Now,  in  some  other  countries,  this  has  already  led  to 
a  passenger-support  noise  improvement  project.  For  example,  France 
only  recently  began  charging  one  franc       which  is,  alas^  less  tha 
20  cents  now  —  per  domestic  passenger,  and  three  francs  for  each 
transcontinental  or  foreign  passenger,  to  pay  for  something  that 
should  be  done  with  the  airplanes  to  make  them  quieter,  to  make 
them  quieter  or  sell  them  and  buy  something  else. 

In  some  instances  some  airlines  can  really  not  stand  the 
economic  inefficiency  of  the  noisy,  smaller  airplanes.     There  is 
one  very  prominent  airline  which  has  quite  predominantly  747  and 
707  aircraft.     I  have  the  assurance  of  that  airline  that  they  will 
get  rid  of  their  707 's  within  the  next  few  years  and  have  an  all- 
747  airline. 

They  are  not  doing  it  out  of  charity,  and  I  believe 
their  financial  situation  right  now  is  very  bad.     They  are  doing 
this  to  help  themselves,  to  get  them  more  efficiently. 

So  when  you  hear  just  one  thing  said,  like    ATA  is 
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against  retrofit,  just  don't  take  that  to  mean  ATA  is  against 
quieter  airplanes.     It  is  just  one  particular  problem  that  they 
have  to  solve  before  they  all  go  broke, 

Nov/,  the  noise  contours  that  appear  in  the  Environmental 
Imoact  Report  are  those  developed  by  theoretical  projections 
based  on  certain  assumptions  by  Bolt,  Beranek  &  Newman  for  the 
regional  airport  systems  study. 

Even  at  the  time  this  v/ork  was  done.  Bolt  Beranek  & 
Newman  had  been  given  about  the  appropriateness  of  those  assump- 
tions.    The  1970  contours  were  done  by  this  theoretical,  cookbook 
projection  process,  and,  as  I  say,  even  the  peorale  who  did  the 
work  were  not  quite  satisfied. 

Now,  we  find  that  at  this  moment,  early  1973,  the 
airolane  type  mix  has  changed  substantially.    Many  of  the  four- 
engine  turbo jets  are  going.  We  have  observed  that.     The  people  at 
the  other  end  of  the  line  in  New  York  have  found. the  same.  Opera- 
tional procedures  have  improved  the  noise  picture,  both  those 
operations  which  change  flight  paths  and  also  details  of  the 
power  and  sn2ocI  management  in  the  cockpit.     All  of  these  have 
reduced  the  average  annual  noise  level, which  v/e  call  CNEL  in 
California, 

We  iiave  recalculated,  for  South  San  Francisco,  for  the 
San  Bruno  gap,  the  CNEL  based    on  today's  airplanes,  on  today's 
schedules,  and  have  even  magnified  the  traffic  volume  and  the  per- 
centage of  eastbound  and  north  bound  aircraft  which  go  through 
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the  qan,  and  we  ended  up  with  a  five-decibel  decrease  in  CNEL, 
as  aqainst  the  1970  projections. 

Since  I  was  first  permitted  to  submit  this  information 
to  this  Committee,  with  the  respectful  request  that  the  CNEL 
contours  in  the  gap  be  amended  in  the  Interim  Land  Use  Plan  of 
this  Committee  to  reflect  our  findings,  as  the  best  available 
information  pending  the  installation  of  the  monitoring  system  of 
the  San  Francisco  International  Airport,  and  the  obtainment  of 
experimental  data,  I  have  done  some  noise  monitoring  in  the 
vicinity  of  the  Oakland  Airport,   and  the  experimental  results 
confirm  that  which,  for  the  San  Francisco  Airport,  I  did  by  the 
calculation  method. 

In  an  area  where  a  CNEL  of     71  was  shown  for  1970  in 
the  BB&N  report,  we  find  more  something  like  66  to  67  today. 
Where  it  was  64  CNEL  in  the  1970  projection  by  BB&N  for  RASS,  we 
find  something  more  like  5  0  to  59  at  this  time,  for  the  Oakland 
Airport, 

Nov;,  these  data  are  very  tentative.     BB&N  has  not  yet 
completed  their  computations,  and  I  have  not  yet  completed  my 
review  of  their  computations,  and  the  great  detail  of  our  10,000 
noise  events  which  we  gathered  in  30  days,  which  has  to  do  with 
identification  of  aircraft,  the  altitude  reached  at  certain 
points  of  the  climb,  and  so  forth.     But  as  to  order  of  magnitude, 
we  are  dov/n  about  five  decibels  between  calculated  projections  for 
1970  and  measured  data  in  February  of  1973. 
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MR.  ROTHER:     Doctor,  I  have  a  question.    You  are  talkinc 
about  the  wide-bodied  planes  again.     So  many  of  the  planes  are 
what  you  might  call  737 's  and  727 's.    VJhat  is  the  pattern  that 
you  see  here  in  the  use  of  these  planes.     These  have  the  loud 
engines. 

MR.  GARBELL:     Yes.    First  of  all,  according  to  pub- 
lished reports,  v/hich  are  reflected  also  by  personal,  confidential 
information,  informal  information  obtained,  PSA  is  awaiting  the 
delivery  of  approximately  as  many  passenger  seats  in  Lockheed 
1011 's  as  they  have  in  727 's,     I  believe  they  have  something  like 
five  airplanes  on  firm  order,  and  that  is  about  equivalent  to  12 
727' s.     It  comes  out  about  the  same  in  passenger  seats. 

The  nev7  727 *s,  so-called  advanced  technology  727-200, 
meets  Part  36. 

I  feel  that  the  commute  traffic    will  be  quieted,  per- 
haps sooner,  even,  or  not  sooner  but  at  about  the  same  rate,  and 
this  should  begin  in  1974,  when  the  first  Lockheed  1011  is  deliv- 
ered. 

The  commute  airlines  are  also  the  most  skillful  avoiders 
or  minimizers  of  noise  in  final  approach.     Their  pilots  fly  three 
and  four  times  a  day  between  here  and  Southern  California,  and 
they  will  do  things  because  they  still  remember  the  visual  pattern 
of  what  they  see  before  them,  the  Airport,  certain  landmarks, 
with  greater  confidence  than  the  transcontinental  airline  pilot 
vrho  makes  a  given  approach  once  every  month  or  once  every  two 
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months.  So  those  commute  airlines  are  capable  of  the  greatest 
noise  abatement  of  all,  and  this  is  true  of  Air  California  and 
others,  just  as  well  as  PSA. 

Now,  v/e  have  had  one  very  major  development,  which  I 
feel  will  be  reflected  in  the  Bay  Area  as  well  as  everywhere,  and 
that  is  a  decision  of  the  Los  Angeles  Board  of  Airport  Commis- 
sioners to  limit  in  the  near  future,  that  is,  beginning  April  29, 
something  like  that,  limit  aircraft  operations  which  are  over 
noise-sensitive  areas  at  night,  and  they  define  night  as  11:00 
p.m.  to  6:00  a.m.,  to  airplanes  certificated  under  Part  36,  They 
propose  to  set  up  a  landing  fee  schedule  which  penalizes  noisy 
airplanes  and  encourages  the  quieter  airplanes,  the  Part  36  air- 
planes.    And  by  the  31st  of  December,   1979,  they  specify  an  all- 
Part  36  fleet  noise  level,  and  they  also  propose  that  by  1977- they 
will  review  the  fleet  noise  level  as  of  that  time,  and  feel  that 
it  should  be  met  by  40  percent  of  the  airline  fleets. 

Now,  obviously  the  same  airplanes  that  go  into  Los  An- 
geles go  into  San  Francisco,     Once  a  major  airport  has  taken  this 
very  large  step,  it  will  be  reflected  everywhere. 

Now,  V7ith  the  efforts  made  by  the  Airoort,  by  the  air- 
lines, by  the  FAA  locally,  I  believe  that  if  a  steady  push  toward 
reasonable  noise  abatement  is  made,  then  by  the  first  of  January, 
1981     —  well,  excuse  me,  by  January  the  first,  1986,  that  is, 
that  date  on  which  the  state  noise  standards  bring  the  criterial 
value  of  CNEL  dovm  to  6  5  decibels,  the  San  Francisco  Airport 
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should  have  a  zero  noise  impact  aroa. 

CHAIR- IT^N  .''l^RTIN:     I  hope  you  are  right,  Maurice, 

MR.  'BARBELL:     The  first  big  fivs-decibel  step  has  al- 
ready been  made. 

CHAIRIIAN  ^1ARTIN:     Tom,  one  of  the  things  he  brought  up, 
and  1  have  heard  recently,  but  I  don't  know  whether  it  is  true  or 
not,  I  understand  the  Tokyo  Airport  has  a  curfew,  and  they  can't 
land  before  a  certain  time,  or  after  a  certain  time,  land  or 
take  off.     Is  that  correct? 

MR.  BERTKEN:  I  believe  that  is  true,  yes, 

CHAIRMAN  !4ARTIN!  And  we  have  two  airlines  that  take  out 
of  here  at  1:30  in  the  morning  so  they  can  meet  that  curfev;  in 
Tokyo,  so  they  arrive  after  the  curfew  is  over, 

MR.  BERTKEN:     That  is  a  story  I  guess  I  have  heard. 

CHAIRIIAN  ?4ARTIN:    V7ell,  could  we  find  out  if  it  is  true? 
You  knovr,  if  Tokyo  is  going  to  put  these  kinds  of  rules  on,  maybe 
we  ought  to  put  them  on  here. 

(Applause.) 

CHAIR'^^  MARTIN:    Why  wake  us  up  at  1:30  in  the  morning 
instead  of  the  Japanese  up  at  5:00  in  the  morning? 

MR.  BERTKEN:  Let  me  look  into  that,  because  this  has 
been  brought  up  a  couple  of  times,  I  think  this  is  something 
that  the  Airport  Land  Use  Committee  ought  to  have, 

CHAIRMAN  MARTIN:     We  are  not  supposed  to  get  into  opera- 
tion, but,  you  know,  this  qets  a,  little  ridiculous. 
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MR.  BERTKEN:  Right.  Let  me  find  out  and  give  you  a 
report  on  that. 

CHAIRMAN  MARTIN:     Anyone  else  in  the  audience  have  any 
comments?    The  gentleman  in  the  back. 

MR.  CHARLES  GREGG:  So  there  can  be  no  mistake,  I  am 
an  employee  of  an  airline,  but  I  think  in  fairness,  really,  to 
this  report,  that  the  rebuttal  to  the  gentleman  from  South  San 
Francisco  should  be  made, 

I  was  privileged  to  be  an  ex  officio  member  of  the 
Regional  Airport  Systems  Study  Committee  that  considered  in 
length  the  obligation  placed  upon  us  to  see  whether  there  would 
be  a  possibility,  within  the  environmental  constraints,  of 
achieving  landing  and  take-off  areas  v,7ithin  the  nine  Bay  Area 
Counties  that  could  serve  the  projected  needs  of  this  area,  in-  • 
eluding  San  Mateo  County. 

In  order  to  do  this,  there  were  thousands  of  dollars 
spent  on  environemtnal  impact  studies.     One  of  these  studied  was 
performed  by  Wilsey  &  Ham  as  a  consultant.     I  don't  know  precisely 
the  dollars  spent,  but  I  know  that  the  report  on  that  aspect  of 
land  use  and  the  effect  of  aviation  changes  as  contemplated  by 
the  development  of  San  Francisco  International  Airport  and  other 
airports,  was  considered  in  great  detail.     The  zoological  aspect 
of  it,  the  flora  and  the  fauna, was  considered.     The  Bay  Area 
Pollution  Control  District  likewise  was  a  paid  consultant,  and 
went  into  great  detail  in  evaluating  the  air  pollution  aspects  of 
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the  program  as  proposed  and  adopted  by  ABAG  as  a  recommendation 
from  the  RASS  Committee. 

Within  this  nrogram,  as  has  been  stated  by  the  ABAG 
gentleman  this  evening,  was  the  understanding  that  San  Francisco 
International  Airport  would  be  expanded  to  accomodate  some  31 
million  passengers  by  1985.     So  this  is  in  Constance  with  this. 

As  far  as  the  noise  report.  Bolt  Beranek  &  Newman  like- 
wise, at  considerable  expense  to  the  citizenry  and  the  airlines, 
which  means  the  people  that  are  using  the  airlines,  made  pro- 
jections on  the  environmental  impact  of  noise. 

Therefore,  ladies,  and  gentlemen,  I  would  commend  the 
San  Francisco  International  Airport  for  using  information*  which 
had  been  gathered  at  great  detail  and  considerable  expense  by  some 
of  the  best  professional  people  in  the  United  States,  rather  than 
coming  out,  as  many  communities  have  done,  with  a  much  briefer 
environmental  statement. 

In  thir  connection  it  is  v/orthy  of  note  that  this  par- 
ticular statement,  as  Mr,  Bertken  has  stated,  is  the  preliminary 
report.     It  is  my  understanding,  and  I  have  been  told,  that  if 
there  are  any  rruestions  or  areas  that  should  be  covered  that  are 
not  in  this,  or  covered  in  the  RASS  environmental  reports,  if 
this  is  pointed  out  to  them,  preferably  in  writing,  this  can  be 
covered  in  the  final  report.     Is  this  correct,  Mr,  Bertken? 

Just  one  more  quick  remark.     There  seems  to  be  great 
concern  here  as  to  the  percentage  of  people  that  are  using  air 
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transportation.    Without  getting  into  this  particular  aspect  of 
it,  the  assumption  is  that  air  transportation  is  only  of  value  to 
those  who  are  flying,  going  from  here  to  there.    May  I  point  out 
that  in  San  Mateo  County  one  of  our  greatest  assets  is  agriculture 
and  the  biggest  asset  in  connection  with  that  agriculture  is  pur 
flower  industry.    The  flower  industry  would  not  exist  in  San  Mateo 
County  if  it  were  not  for  air  transportation. 

I  would  likewise  like  to  ask,  how  many  people  in  this 
room  would  like  to  have  their  mail,  their  first  class  mail,  cut 
off?    Approximately  80  to  8  5  percent  of  all  mail  that  travels  over 
200  miles  is  carried  within  the  aircraft.    This  affects  all  of 
our  commerce,  all  of  our  business,  all  of  our  social  life,  all 
of  our  contacts  with  our  families.     There  is  hardly  a  thing  that 
we  have  here  in  our  society  today  that  is  not  affected  favorably 
in  some  respect  by  air  transportation. 

We  speak  of  our  schools.    We  have  people  here  from  San 
Bruno.      The  taxes  that  comes  out  of  the  Airport,  the  possessory 
interest  tax  on  buildings  for  the  airlines,  they  are  using  it. 
The  tax  on  the  aircraft  themselves,  where  a  747  is  evaluated  at 
$28  million,  the  amount  of  time  that  that  aircraft  is  on  the 
ground  here  in  San  Mateo  or  over  the  County  accrues  as  a  tax. 
T^irenty-f ive  percent  of  the  value  of  that  aircraft  as  it  depreci- 
ates goes  into  the  County,     It  is  my  understanding  that  this  tax 
in  San  Mateo  County  at  the  present  time  runs  better  than  12  and  a 
half  million  (JolXai's,     I  would  pose  to  you  that  the  record  should 
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reflect  that  this  is  of  significant  benefit  to  we,  the  taxpayers 
—  and  I  am  one  —  in  San  Mateo  County. 

Likewise,  there  are  some  32,000  people  employed  at  the 
Airport,  approximately  half  of  these  from  San  Mateo  County. 

Bread  is  essential,  the  education  of  our  children. 
These  are  all  things  that  come  about  through  transportation, 
which  really  ties  the  world  together  and  provides  us  with  a 
living  environment  that  we  all  wish  to  have.     It  is  a  problem 
o£  balancing  that  living  environment  of  jobs,  of  services,  as 
well  as  noise  and  of  smoke,  and  trying  to  minimize  the  latter  two. 
And  I  v;ould  pose  that  in  this  area  the  air  transportation  industrv 
has  dona  as  good  a  job,  and  perhaps  a  better  job,  than  many  of 
the  other  pollutants,  automobiles  or  otherwise,  that  have  served 
our  civilization,  and  served  it  well. 

(Applause.) 

MR.  GOVERN ALE  J     Can  I  make  a  comment,  please?    The  City 
o£  San  Bruno  collects  no  taxes  from  the  Airport. 

MR.  GREGG t     San  Mateo  County  collects  the  taxes.  This 
ifl  distributed  to  the  school  districts  in  San  Bruno. 

MR.  GOVERNALEi     Okay.     I  v/ill  accept  that,  but  the  City 
of  San  Bruno  collects  no  taxes. 

MR.  GREGG  I     I  understand  that. 

MR.  GOVERMALEj  If  they  would  let  us  annex  them  — 
MR.  GREGG I     But  am  I  correct,  gentlemen,  that  approx- 
imttely  50  to  54  percent  of  all  taxes  are  related  to  the  schools? 
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And  this  is  prorated  back  in  the  districts, 

CHAIRT^AN  MARTIN:     Not  to  the  Bur  ling  ame  District.  We 
go  the  other  v/ay. 

MR,  GREGG;  Unfortunately. 

CHAIRMAN  MARTIN:     Unfortunately,  right. 

FROM  THE  FLOOR:     Set  up  a  community  tax,  Tony. 

MR,  GOVERNALE:     A  decibel  tax. 

MR,  IRVIN  ELLENBERGER:     Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  Board 

members . 

I  am  employed  as  business  manager  for  Sheet  Metal  Work- 
ers Local  27  2  in  San  Mateo  County,  and  I  would  like  to  speak  on 
behalf  of  that  organization. 

I  would  like  to  compliment  the  planning  that  has  gone 
into  what  I  think  will  be  the  demand  for  air  transport  in  the 
future.     I  represent  people  who  want  to  work  for  a  living,  who 
want  to  produce,  who  want  to  be  tax  producers,  not  tax  consumers. 

Incidentally,  aside  from  that,   some  of  them  are  through 
their  unemployment  insurance  already,  there  has  been  so  much  un- 
employment. 

Most  of  us  here  tonight  came  in  automobiles,  according 
to  our  own  choice.  Fords  or  Lincolns,  Chevrolets  or  Cadillacs, 
the  .American  v?ay,  the  kind  of  automobiles  we  want  to  buy.  We 
bought  Shell  Oil,  or  Standard,  or  some  other  brand.     We  bought 
clothes  at  Roos  Atk  ins.  Bond,  Brooks  or  Sears,  or  wherever  it 
suits  us. 
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Sheet  metal  v.'orkcrs  fabricate  and  install  stainless 
steel  kitchens,  heating  systems,  roof  draining  systems,  ventila- 
tion systems,   and  air  conditioning  systems.     The  no-growth  advo- 
cates have  said  that  air  conditioning  systems  are  bad  because 
they  use  electricity.     Are  we  ready  to  accept  that? 

The  same  no-growth  neople  have  said  no  to  power  genera- 
ting plants,  no  dams,  no  highv^ays,  no  more  shopping  centers,  no 
more  homes.     Th<«  list  goes  on. 

If  ve  listen  to  this  philosonhy  we  can  kiss  good-bye  to 
our  American  tradition  of  free  choice.     We  v;ill  surrender  a 
tradition  of  and  comnetition  to  a  philosonhy  of  government 

control  and  r^tt inning,  because  the  supnly  will  no  longer  keen  up 
with  the  demand. 

Given  the  natural  advantages  to  this  area  ~  I  like 
it,  I  live  her '5,  and  I  want  to  continue  —  people  are  goinr»  to 
continue  to  como  to  live  here.     7amilies  will  continue  to  form, 
I  have  four  adult  children,  none  of  v/hom  yet  own  homes,  and  I 
would  like  to   v:^  them  become  homeowners, 

Inci :''entally ,  my  oldest  is  31  years  old,  and  my  children 
have  all  flown  extensively.     I  was  over  40  before  I  took  my  first 
commercial  air'^lane  ride.     T  rode  some  others  before.     This,  T 
think,  shows  that  the  airport  people  are  on  the  right  track,  and 
we  are  going  to  see  this  continue,     I  v;as  interested  in  the  remark 
about  how  many  people  have  been  to  Europe. 

Scarcity  of  facilities^  will  lead  to  exorbitant  increases 
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in  prices,  or  rationing,  or  both.     If  I  want  to  fly  to  Washington, 
D.C,  tomorrow  and  confer  directly  v/ith  my  government,  or  for  any 
other  reason,  I  don't  vrant  to  be  told  that  I  have  got  to  await 
my  turn  to  go.     I  v;ould  like  to  think  that  if  I  want  to  go,  there 
are  neople,  competitors,  v;ho  want  my  business.     These  competitors 
still  want  our  patronage  todav,  and  I  hope  to  keep  them  that  way: 
United,  TWA,  American,  and  all  the  rest, 

A  previous  speaker  mentioned  BART,     To  a  taxpaver  who 
voted  against  BART  once,  my  big  reason  for  that  was  because  at 
that  time  no  provision  was  made  to  serve  the  largest  employer  in 
San  Mateo  County,  that  Airport,     Just  setting  aside  the  passengers 
V7hat  about  all  the  people  v7ho  work  there?     I  use  that  freeway  all  j 
the  time,  and  the  greatest  congestion  on  the  freeway  occurs  V7hen 
the  United  Airlines  people  get  off,     I  suspect  that  if  BART  could 
serve  that  Airport,  a  great  deal  of  that  congestion  would  be  elim- 
inated right  there. 

Gentlemen,  I  submit  that  the  logical  result  of  a  no- 
gro^^th  philosophy  v/ill  be  a  population  composed  of  cold,  hungry, 
dirty,  unemployed  people  sitting  around  ih  the  dark, 

I  thank  you, 

(Applause . ) 

CHAIRMAN  MARTIN:     Anyone  else  in  the  audience? 
Tom,  the  staff  has  a  couple  of  questions.     no  you  wan*- 
me  to  ask  the  questions,  or  do  you  want  to? 
MR.  MASCIARELLI:     I  can  do  it. 
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In  commenting  on  the  operation  of  this  Committee  here, 
the  Airport  Land  Use  Committee,  I  just  v;anted  to  mention  that  on 
page  2-17  it  says  that  in  1972  a  regional  planning  committee  was 
formed.  Actually,  the  Regional  Planning  Committee  was  formed 
in  1965,  and  v;as  composed  of  a  city  councilman  and  one  planning 
commissioner  from  each  city  in  the  County,  and  oni  County  Super- 
visor and  a  County  Planning  Commissioner, 

The  Supervisor  in  1970  designated  the  RPC  as  the  Airoort_ 
Land  Use  Commission,  to  plan  for  state  lav^s. 

It  goes  on,  "These  individuals  are  also  representatives 
on  the  Airnort  Land  Use  Commission "  Since  39  cities  are  repre- 
sented, I  added  "A  select  Committee,  the  Airport  Land  Use  Commit- 
tee, composed  of  a  portion  of  the  RPC  was  formed.  The  Airport 
Land  Use  Committee  is  making  specific  land  use  recommendations  on 
which  the  Commission  will  act.  When  a  regional"  —  and  I  added 
"airport  land  use"  —  "plan  is  adopted  by  the  Commission,  existing 
regulations  provide  that  the  individual  city  plans  will  be  re- 
viewed, and  the  regional  land  use  plan  —  "  I  don't  quite  have  the 
wording  just  right  here, 

MR,  BERTKEN:     Just  to  say  I  recognize  that  the  page  that 
you  are  looking  at  had  a  few  inaccuracies.     Would  it  be  possible, 
Gene,  that,  as  a  matter  of  record,  we  could  get  from  you  this  in 
writing,  and  v/e  will  correct  the  language  in  that? 

MR,  MASCIARELLI:     Certainly.    We  can  give  you  specific 
language  on  that,     I  don't  thin]^  it  is  any  significant  problem. 
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I  just  wanted  to  have  it  correct  in  the  report. 

MR.  BERTKEN:    We  recognize  that,  .and  would  like  to  get 
it  corrected, 

MR.  MASCIARELLI:    The  only  other  camraent  was  on  page 
8-2,     It  is  kind  of  interesting  that  the  subject  "Problems  euid 
objections  raised  by  federal  agencies  and  state  and  local  entities 
was  included  under  Section  8.     I  don't  know  if  that  was  by  design. 

But  sprcifically  I  just  thought  of  something.    The  sec- 
ond paragraph  on  page  8-2:  "A  second  problem  may  occur.  New  Cal- 
ifornia noise  regulations  stipulate  that  by  1985  no  residences 
are  permitted  within  a  CNEL  of  65  noise  contour*"    The  CNEL  65 
noise  conjtour  is  roughly  equivalent  to  a  30  NEF  contours 

"To  comply  with  the  state  law,  the  final  plan  recommend-" 
ation  from  the  Regional  Airport  Systems  Study  concluded  that  the 
CNEL  noise  criterion  could  be  met  if        ",  and  then  it  lists  four 
or  five  things  in  there. 

I  think  there  has  been  a  lot  of  confusion  on  the  part  of 
many  people,  that  if  the  airport  operation  is  able  to  pull  down 
these  contours  to  cover  all  residential  areas,  so  that  they  are 
not  within  65,  that  there  might  be  some  redevelopment  or  forced 
relocation.     I  think  this  is  of  significant  concern  to  a  number 
of  people,     I  know  that  was  not  the  intent  of  this  report,  the 
way  it  was  written.     I  think  if  a  clarification  of  that  could  be 
included,  I  think  it  would  be  beneficial,  and  clear  that  up. 

That  was  my  only  comment. 
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MR.  BERTKEN:     Thank  you. 

CHAIRMAN  HARTIN:     Gentlemen,  I  v/ould  like  to  comment, 
somehwat  to  the  audience,  that  I  had,  I  guess,  the  misfortune  to 
sit  on  the  ABAG  Executive  Committee  that  adooted  the  RASS  Report, 
and  that  went  on  through  some  five  meetings,  anywhere  from  two 
to  five  hours  each. 

The  amazing  thing  about  it  was  that  this  represented 
people  from  all  nine  counties,  and  everybody  wanted  airports  up 
to  a  Doint,  but  none  of  them  wanted  them  in  their  county. 

Nov;,  this  v;as  particularly  true  of  Marin  County,  in 
x^^hich  the  increase  at  Hamilton  was,  vou  night  say,  minimal.     It  i 
was  also  particularly  true  of  San  Jose,  to  be  raised  to  10  millior 
passengers  a  year  as  compared  to  San  Francisco  International's  15, 
to  go  to  31. 

We  developed  a  pattern  of  questioning  these  people,  "If 
you  don't  v.'ant  an  airrjort  here,  where  do  you  want  it?"  Always 
they  were  very  glad  to  either  give  it  to  San  Mateo  County,  San 
Francisco  International,  or  Alameda  County,  the  Oakland  Airport, 
They  evidently  still  ride  airnlanes.     They  just  don't  want  them 
near  them,  that's  all. 

So,  since  we  already  have  the  airport,  I  think  vre  are 
stuck  with  ta3:ing  an  increase.     Now,  whether  it  is  31  million 
or  25  million,   I  don't  think  anybody  knows.  But  we  are  not  in  the 
worst  condition.     I  think  Oakland  Airport,  with  their  increase  to 
26  million,  or  24,  whatever  it  is*,  is  taking  a  much  greater 
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percentage  increase  than  San  Francisco  International,    We  don't 
like  it,  but  there  have  been  quite  a  few  comments  that,  if  it 
weren't  for  San  Francisco  International,  San  Mateo  County  would 
be  an  entirely  different  place  to  live. 

Now,  a  lot  of  the  conservationists  and  other  people  be- 
lieve this  would  be  better.     It  might  be.     I  lived  here  before 
the  Airport  had  jets,  and  it  was  better,  as  far  as  noise  was  con- 
cerned, but  there  weren't  near  as  many  jobs.  So  I  think  one.  of 
the  problems  with  environmental  impact  studies  at  the  moment  is 
that  there  is  no  economic  impact  study  required  at  the  same  time. 
I  understand  now  tnere  is  state  legislation  being  proposed  re- 
quiring it  to  go  along  with  the  environmental  report, 

Tom,  to  get  back  specifically  to  the  EIR,  I  am  summar- 
izing, basicaly,  but  I  think  that  there  are  three  or  four  things 
that  should  be  corrected  or  added  to  your  study. 

One  of  them  is,  definitely,  a  traffic  study,  not  jusc  o 
the  Airport  traffic,  but  what  the  impact  6f  that  traffic  is  going 
to  be  on  the  surrounding  communities.     And  I  don't  mean  just 
those  adjacent  to  the  Airport,     For  instance,  as  you  impact 
Millbrae  Avenue,  and,  in  turn,  Broadway  and  Peninsular,  you  are 
also  beginning  to  impact  the  City  of  San  Mateo,     So  I  think  that 
there  should  be  a  lot  more  work  done  on  this,  and  I  don't  agree 
v;ith  the  RASS  Study.     I  think  it  is  gcing  to  take  a  lot  of  work 
and  a  lot  of  planning  if  we  are  going  to  handle  that  many  vehicle 
a  day,  because  right  now,  today,  Millbrae  Avenue  overpass  at 
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times  is  complately  jarrunocl. 

It  isn't  all  Airnort,     Part  of  it  is  Burlingame  cleveloD+ 
mont.     But  all  these  thinqs  should  be  taken  into  account,  and 
definite  plans  nade,  at  lea'5t  to  get  some  kind  of  an  ansv;er  on 
v;hether  this  380  Frecv/ay  is  going  to  do  it  or  whether  it  isn't, 
V7hether  we  need  more.     And  I  don't  think  the  Plan  really  address- 
es itself  to  that,  once  they  are  off  the  Airport  property. 

It  may  not  be  required  bv  law,  but  I  think  it  should 

be  done. 

Secondly,  '4r.  Governalc  brought  up  a  good  question  that 
I  don^'t  think  the  report  addresses  itself  to,  and  that  is,  as 
ooerations  change,  over-the-v/ater  take-offs,  or  heavier  use  of 
runway  1,  what  then  is  the  noise  impact  on  the  cities  not  now  so 
severely  impacted,  say  Burlingame,  or  sav  Foster  City.     In  other 
words,  as  you  change  operations,  what  happens  then  in  a  city  like 
Brisbane?    VThat  is  the  impact  going  to  be  there?    l-Jhile  I  am  aware 
they  are  not  under  the  noise  contour,  the  critical  noise  contour, 
we  still  ought  to  take  a  look  at  it. 

Mr.  Ahem  has  a  series  of  items  that  I  think  have  been 
touched  on  .     I  am  going  to  let  you  carry  that,  if  you  want  to, 
Pat,  on  your  proposal  here.     I  think  a  lot  of  those  things  prob- 
ably should  be  referred  to  in  this  EIR. 

r4R.  AIIERN:     Are  we  ready  to  accept  this  report? 

CHAIRMAN  MARTIN:     I  don't  think  we  are  ready  to  accept 
it.     However,  what  I  am  suggesting  to  you  is  that  some  of  the 
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items  at  the  beginning,  toward  the  bottom  of  page  one  and  two, 
maybe  should  be  answered  by  an  environmental  impact  report.  So 
I  don't  think  we  are  ready  to  accept  the  change,  the  contour,  as 
far  as  the  conventional  ALUC  Plan.3ut  whether  you  want  this  in- 
corporated in  the  EIR  is  what  I  am  asking, 

MR,  AHERN;    Well,  if  it  will  help  to  get  it  passed,  I 
think  this  is  necessary,  at  least  for  the  City  of  South  San  Fran- 
cisco, 

Dr.  Gabell  comes  up  with  a  lot  of  good  reasoning  on 
how  to  pay  for  some  of  these  things,  but  if  these  airplanes  don't 
retrofit  themselves,  or  do  whatever  has  to  be  done  to  reduce  the 
noise  level,  they  should  be  charged  a  higher  landing  fee  than 
those  v;ho  make  lesser  noise.     That  is  one  way  he  suggests  of  pay- 
ing for  these  programs.     Is  that  right.  Doctor? 

There  are  lots  of  requests  we  are  making  here,  because 
we  are  concerned  about  the  noise.  It  is  interesting  to  sit  here 
and  see  how  many  people  are  now  fiaJing  airplanes  are  noisy.  We 
have  been  screaming  for  15  years,  and  nobody  seemed  to  hear  us, 
I  don't  wish  for  you  cities  to  have  noise  problems,  but  now  that 
you  have  got  them,  maybe  we  can  all  work  together  and  try  to 
solve  them, 

Dave,  I  don't  know  what  to  do  about  this, 

CHAIR?4AN  MARTIN:     Well,  v;hy  don't  you  do  this,  Pat. 
Tom  has  got  a  copy  of  it  now,     I  think  a  lot  of  his  points  are 
well  taken,  and  should  be  included  in  the  EIR,     So  either  go  to  a 
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formal  action,  or  suggest  to  them  that  some  of  them  should  be 
incorporated, 

Wg  have  already  discussed  one  of  them  in  the  take-off 
of  nlanes  for  Tokyo,  and  some  of  your  points  are  all  in  the  same 
line. 

MR,  AHER'J:     Are  you  suggesting  v;g  let  Tom  look  at 

these? 

CHAIRMAN  MARTIN:     I  am  suggesting  we  go  either  v;ay  you 
want  to  go,  but  you  are  going  to  have  to  decide  that, 

MR,  A?IERN:     Mr,  Chairman,  I  don't  knov;  how  you  make  it 
formal  at  this  time  if  you  are  not  ready  to  accept  this, 

CHAIP.MAN  MARTIN:     Well,  the  problem  is,  Pat,  that  some 
of  these,  the  thing  addresses  itself  principally  to  the  ALUC  Plan 
which  I  don't  think  we  are  ready  yet  to  accent  this  time,  t^at 
I  am  suggesting  is  that  some  of  these  points  you  are  asking  for 
there  also  should  maybe  be  incorporated  in  this  EIR  Report,  This 
is  the  last  shot  you  have  at  that, 

MR,  AHSRN:     If  you  want  it  to  be  a  little  more  formal, 
I  will  move  that  such  a  thing  hapoons,  and  Tom  gets  a  chance  to 
study  it  and  bring  back  some  ansv/ers,  first, 

(The  motion  was  seconded  by  Mr,  Governale,) 

CHAIR'IA.N  MARTIN:     Moved  and  seconded.     Discussion?  The 
motion  is  that  Tom  take  this  report,  and  he  has  some  items  here, 
from  one  through  six,  and  that  Tom  study  the  Report  and  come  back 
to  the  Commission  at  the  next  meeting  with  ansv/ers. 

• 
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In  the  meantime,  anything  that  aoplies,  that  is  per- 
tinent, should  be  inclnded  in  the  EIR  Report, 

MR,  ROTHER:     Is  this  within  the  time  soan  that  you  are 
talking  abouf 

CHAu-^'-^V]  MARTIN:     '^7ell,  wG  have  really  got  tv70  action?; 
in  the  same  motion,     Ono  of  them  is  that  the  ALUC  is  asking  spec- 
ific questions  that  have  nothing  to  do  with  the  EIR,  Secondly, 
if  any  of  th-^-^  -In  ^oply  to  the  EIR,  Tom  V70uld  incoroorate  them  in 
the  EIR,     So  we  have  tv;o  actions  in  the  same  motion. 

■IR,  '^'JALKER:     Question,  Chairman  Martin,     My  concern  is 
that  the  Environmental  Report  has  approximately,  I  think,  about 
30  days,  if  ther-  was  action  to  be  taken,  formal  action  to  be 
taken  in  oppo.^ition  to  it.     One  would  have  to  do  it  within  that 
30-day  period. 

If  vou  are  making  amendments  to  the  Environmental  Re- 
port, then  it  is  not  the  Report  that  you  filed  some  40  days  ago, 
in  my  opinion.     I  am  not  an  attorney. 

But  I  iihink  that  there  are  several  things  that  were 
spoken  to  here  tonigh*-.     Some  of  them  I  agree  with,  and  others 
I  do  not,  but  that  is  beside  the  point.     I  think  there  is  a 
definite  feelina  that  I  read  in  all  this,  that  to  press  the 
Environmental  Rsnort  through  and  try  to  make  it  become  effective 
within  that  30-day  period  I  think  would  be  a  mistake,  and  I  think 
that  our  community  and  our  city  would  have  to  take  action  to  stop 
it  from  happening  if  there  was  not  some  consideration  given  to 

SCHILLER'S  REPORTING  SERVICE 

1095  MARKET  STREET,  SUITE  814 
SAN  FRANCISCO    94  103 
TEL:  (4  15)  552-244  1 


1 

2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 

1? 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 


82 


things  we  are  very  much  concerned  with. 

I  think  at  this  time  that  if  there  was  a  recommendation 
I  understand  the  International  Airport  is  not  in  a  hurry  to 
accomplish  this.     They  are  not  pressing  for  it.     That  is  a  state- 
ment that  was  given  to  me  at  the  last  meeting.     If  that  is  a  true 
assumntion,  true  statement,  and  I  assume  it  is  true,  then  I  see 
no  reason  V7hy  there  should  not  be  an  extension  made  on  the  time 
period,  if  nothing  else,  to  have  this  information  v;hich  is  now 
being  requested  by  a  member  of  your  Committee,  and  to  come  back 
in  30  days  at  a  formal  hearing  again  is  kind  of  like  after  the 
horse  got  out  of  the  barn. 

I  think  that,  in  order  to  get  the  information,  see  if 
the  Report  does  meet  the  environmental  statements  that  need  to 
be  met,  I  think  you  should  request  an  extension  on  this,  and  ask 
the  Airport  not  to  move  in  30  days  on  this  environmental  study. 

MR.  LYCETT:     Mr.  Chairman,  I  had  asked  for  a  repeat  of 
that  motion,     I  do  not  understand  it  to  be  an  amendment. 

CHAIR'IJ^M  •'iARTIN:     That  is  correct. 

I  think  you  are  nisunderstandinq  what  we  are  doing. 
The  proposal  by  South  City  was  originally  to  amend  the  ALUC  Plan. 
It  has  nothing  to  do  with  this. 

Now,  what  we  are  asking,  what  his  motion  is  in  regard 
to  that,  it  is  to  get  specific  ansv/ers  to  these  things  and  bring 
them  back  to  the  next  committee  meeting  in  regard  to  the  ALUC 
Plan.     That  includes  all  six  items. 
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The  second  portion  of  this  motion  added  that,  if  any 
one  of  these  six  items  should  be  included  in  the  Environmental 
Impact  Report,  then  the  Environmental  Impact  Renort  V70uld  be 
amended  to  include  these  items,  with  no  intention  of  ever  refer- 
ring that  portion  back  to  this  Committee, 

Now,  let  me  get  to  the  legalities  aaain.     We  can  take 
no  action,     !'7e  are  an  informational  hearing  only.     We  can  recom- 
mend to  the  Planning  Commission  that  they  ask  for  an  extension, 
but  this  body  can  do  nothing,  so  v/e  have  to  assume  that  it  isn't 
going  to  come  back  here, 

MR.  WALKER:     I  concur  with  that,  but  I  am  concerned. 
It  was  not  in  the  form  of  a  motion,  but  it  v^as  certainly  in  the 
form  of  direction  that  we  do  concur  with,  Mr,  Chairman,  which 
Tony  made,  and  that  is  that  in  the  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
it  does  not  cover,  does  not  speak  to  the  impact  it  is  going  to 
have  on  the  cities  and  traffic  surrounding  the  Airport.     I  think 
that  is  one  of  the  voids  that  we  saw.     We  have  some  others  to  add 
to  it.     All  I  am  saying  is  the  record  should  reflect  this.  I 
think  because  those  voids  do  exist  there  should  be  some  recon- 
sideration, and  I  think  that  the  Airnort  should  consider  that, 
and  they  should  take  the  initiative  and  ask,  v/hatever  the  legal 
processes  are,  to  extend  that  time.     They  should  take  that  process 
and  extend  the  time  so  it  doesn't  run  out  v^ithin  30  days, 

MR.  GOVERNALE;     I  missed  a  point.     Tom,  can  I  ask  a 

question? 
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What  is  going  to  be  the  normal  procedure  after  the 
Planning  Commission  holds  a  hearing? 

MR.  BERTKEN:     As  I  understand  it,  the  intent  of  the 
California  Environmental  Quality  Act  is  that  these  hearings,  the 
hearings  that  the  Airnort  Commission  has  already  called,  any 
hearings  that  the  County  Planning  Commission  holds,  are  for  the 
purpose  of  obtaining  information,  which  is  used  to  prepare  a 
complete,  accurate  and  objective  environmental  impact  report, 
final  environmental  impact  report,  on  this  project. 

The  judgment,  as  I  understand  it,  as  to  the  accuracy, 
objectivity  and  completeness  rests    as  a  responsibility  of  the 
local  agency  v^hich  is  carrying  out  the  project.  So  really  the 
purpose  here,  as  I  think  Chairman  Martin  indicated,  is  to  make 
sure  that  wo  gathered  information  as  to  where  our  report  is  not 
complete,  accurate  or  objective.     The  same  with  the  County  Plan- 
ning. 

MR.  GOVERNALE:     All  the  information  that  you  gather 
here  tonight  is  going  to  be  attached  to  that  report? 
MR,  BERTKEN:     That's  right, 

MR.  GOVERI^IALE:     Then  that  reoort  will  go  back  before 
the  Airport  Commission? 

MR.  BERTKEN:     That's  right. 

MR.  GOVERNALE:     Will  there  be  another  hearing  on  that 
final  report? 

MR.  LYCETT:    We  are  getting  a  long  way  away  from  this 
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motion.  We  better  get  back  to  the  motion,  and  then  go  into  the 
rest  of  these  things. 

CHAIR-MAN  MARTIN:  Let  him  finish  his  point,  and  maybe 
that  will  solve  the  problem. 

MR.  BERTKEN:     I  don't  believe  that  is  a  requirement. 

r 

It  is  a  requirement  that  the  Airport  consider  this  final  report 
during  their  process  of  making  a  decision  on  approving  the  expan- 
sion program, 

CHAIRMAN  MARTIN:     Anything  else  on  the  motion? 

Pat,  do  you  want  to  break  that  into  tv;o  motions? 

MR,  AHERi-T:     I  will  do  anything  that  makes  you  happy, 

CHAIRMAN  MARTIN:     I'Thy  don't  you  go  one  route,  to  ask 
Tom  to  consider  the  six  points,  and  amend  the  Environmental  Impact 
Report  as  is  required  by  those  six  points.     That's  one  motion. 

The  second  motion  then  would  be  —  and  this  has  to  do 
with  ALUC  specifically,  to  agk  Tom  to  come  back  to  us  30  days  from^ 
nov7,  at  the  next  meeting,  with  the  specific  answers  for  specific 
points.     Then  your  motion  tO'  pass  your  resolution  would  be  in 
order, 

MR.  AHEPJSI:     If  that  will  help,  Dave,  I  will  so  move  on 
the  first  one. 

CHAIRMAN  MARTIN:     Mr.  Governale: 

MR.  GOVERNALE:     Yes,  I  will  second  it. 

CHAIRMAN  MARTIN:  Is  the  question  claer,  I  hope?  All 
those  in  favor. 
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...(The  motion  was  passed  unanimously.) 

CHAIRMAN  MARTIN:     Now  vour  second  motion,  Mr.  Ahem, 
which  is  an  ALUC  matter,  not  EIR, 

MR.  AHERN:     Are  we  ready  to  move  on  this  tonight? 

CHAIR^IAN  MARTIN:     I  don't  think  you  are,  because  the 
staff  is  not  through  with  the  Study,  and  the  Airport  has  not  got- 
ten that  Report  as  yet  on  the  revised  contours.     That  is,  they 
are  not  able  to  confirm  Mr,  Garbell's  revised  contours  yet.  They 
should  be  able  to  by  the  next  meeting.     At  that  time,  then,  I 
would  say  you  would  be  able  to  move  on  the  whole  resolution. 

MR.  AHERN:     If  that  is  the  case,  there  is  no  sense  in 
moving  on  it  tonight. 

CHAIRMAN  MARTIN:     I  still  think  you  can  ask  for  the 
answers  to  the  six  questions  tonight,  to  be  reported  at  the  next 
meeting. 

MR.  AHERN:     Well,  I  don't  especially  need  his  answers. 

'IR.  LYCETT:     Gentlemen,  you  are  playing  games. 

MR.  AHERN:     I'm  not  playing  games.     I  am  trying  to  put 
a  little  more  restriction  hore  so  people  do  get  a  little  relief 
from  noise. 

CHAIR^IAN  TIARTIN:     All  right.     But,  Pat,  I  am  telling 
you  the  only  thing  you  are  going  to  get  tonight  is  Mr.  Bertken  to 
come  back  with  the  answers  to  those  six  questions.     You  are  not 
going  to  get  your  resolution  passed  tonight. 

MR.  AHERM:     All  right^  I  will  ask  for  the  answers  to 
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this. 

MR.  ^OV;]RM?^LE:     Oh,  Second. 
CHAIR'WI  MARTIN:     Any  discussion? 
All  those  in  favor  signify  by  saving  aye, 
...(The  motion  was  carried  unanimously.) 

CHAIRTIAN  MARTIN:     Is  there  anything  else  to  come  before 
this  Commission  tonight? 

MR.  GOVERNALE:     Are  you  going  to  close  this  hearing 

first? 

CHAIRTIAN  MARTIN:     It  is  a  public  hearing.     If  you  want 
a  formal  closing,  I  can  do. 

(Whereupon,  the  hearing  was  closed,  and,  after  a  brief 
discussion  off  the  record,  the  meeting  v;as  adjourned  at  10:50 
o'clock  p.m.) 
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RONALD  Rr-AGAN,  G->v. 


DEPART,v\ENf  OF  PUBLIC  WO.'7KS 

DIVISION  OF  HIGHWAYS 

P.O.  BOX  3366  RiixCON  ANNfcX 
SAN  FRANCISCO  94119 


April  17,  1973 


Mr.  William  J.  Dwyer 

Director  of  Airports 

San  Francisco  International 

Airport 

San  Francisco,  California  9^128 
Dear  Mr.  Dwyer: 

We  have  reviewed  your  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report  (DEIR) 
and  offer  the  following  comments  to  assist  you  in  preparing 
your  final  EIR.    Our  comments  concern  Section  2n  "Ground  Trans- 
portation to  the  San  Francisco  International  Airport." 

Before  discussing  the  effect  of  the  Airport  Expansion  program 
on  the  Eayshore  Freeway  (Route  101)  and  the  Portola  Freeway 
(Route  380)5  we  would  like  to  discuss  capacity.    The  capacities 
for  freeway  lanes  and  ramps  listed  in  your  report  h.ave  been 
found  to  be  too  low  for  California  conditions.  ^A  freeway  lane 
in  an  urban  area  has  been  found  to  carry  from  1800  to  2000  VPH; 
1800  VPH  is  the  figure  the  Division  of  Highways  uses  in  its 
calculations.    An  on-  or  off-ramp  can  handle  about  the  sane  as 
a  freeway  lane  or  about  I800  VPH.     These  values  are  for  a  level 
of  Service  "D".     Level  of  service  i?  a  qualitative  term  from 
"A"  to  "F"  describing  any  one  of  an  infinite  number  of  differing 
combinations  of  operating  conditions  that  may  occur  on  a  gi.ven 
roadway  when  it  is  accommodating  traffic  volumes.    At  a  level  of 
Service  "D"  traffic  operation  approaches  approxim.ately  90^  of 
capacity  vjith  speeds  over  4o  MPH.     Level  of  Service  "E"  is  capacity. 
Even  though  we  designate  a  freeway  to  operate  at  some  level  such 
as  "D",  the  road  can  actually  operate  at  any  level  from  ''A"  to  "F" 
if  the  roadway  alignment  is  adequate  and  enough  traffic  appears. 

This  means  that  an  eight  lane  freeway  can  carry  approximately  7200 
VPH  one-way  (14,400  two-way)  without  congestion.     Experience  in 
District  4  has  shown  that  daily  traffic  on  an  eight  lane  freeway 
can  increase  to  about  l80,000  cars  per  day  before  demand  is  con- 
strained.   These  levels  have  been  exceeded:     Route  101  North  of 
Army  Street  carries  peaks  of  over  200,000  cars  per  day  with  a 
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peak  hour  t-^o  way  volume  of  15,000  VPH. 

In  the  follovjing  discussion  of  the  roads  leading  to  and  from  the 
airport  we  are  assuming  that  Interstate  Route  38O  is  complete 
from  Route  28o  to  the  airport  passenger  terminal.    The  traffic 
generated  by  the  airport  facilities  can  be  handled  without  con- 
gestion by  the  highways  close  to  the  airport.     However,  the 
projected  number  of  vehicles  anticipated  during  the  peak  hours 
will  be  subjected  to  congestion  and  delay  at  highway  locations 
further  from  the  airport.    At  these  locations  during  peak  hours 
both  airport  users  and  non-airport  traffic  can  expect  delay.  The 
four  areas  that  will  meter  or  constrain  the  traffic  bound  for 
or  leaving  the  airport  during  the  peak  hours  are: 

1.  Route  101  south  of  Millbrae  Avenue.     Here  the  northbound  a.m. 
and  p.m.  peak  and  southbound  a.m.  and  p.m.  peak  hour  traffic 
on  Route  101  will  be  limited  to  approximately  7200  VPH. 

2.  Route  101  north  of  South  Airport  Boulevard.    The  northbound 
a.m.  and  p.m.  peak  hour  traffic  on  Route  101  north  of  the 
South  Airport  Boulevard  Interchange  will  be  limited  to 
approximately  7200  VPH. 

3.  The  Route  380/280  Interchange.    The  westbound  p.m.  traffic 

on  Route  380  will  be  delayed  at  the  Route  38O/280  interchange. 
Northbound  and  southbound  movements  onto  Route  280  from  Route 
380  will  be  limited  to  approximately  36OO  VPH  per  direction. 

4.  Route  280  between  Sneath  Lane  and  Westborough  Boulevard. 
North  and  southbound  p.m.  peak  hour  traffic  will  be  delayed. 

Traffic  will  be  constrained  at  these  four  locations.    We  do  not 
have  any  projects  currently  planned,  for  increasing  the  capacity 
of  the  Route  101  corridor  north  or  south  of  the  airport.  The 
completion  of  Route  38O  will  allow  full  utilization  of  Route  101 
and  Route  280  as  north-south  routes  but  will  not  end  the  peak- 
hour  congestion  that  will  occur  on  Route  101  in  the  previously 
described  locations  during  the  morning  and  evening  peak  periods. 

How  much  will  the  airport  expansion  affect  Route  101  and  the 
local  highway  system?    Attached  to  this  report  is  a  map  showing 
the  predicted  I985  traffic  demand  on  Route  101  and  the  highway 
system  feeding  the  airport.     Shown  on  the  map  are  the  total  pre- 
dicted 1985  traffic  demands  with  airport  expansion,  witliout  airport 
expansion  and  the  capacities  of  the  various  roadways.     In  addition 
to  the  map,  is  a  table  showing  the  predicted  I985  peak  liour  demands 
for  airport  expansion  and  no  airport  expansion,  excess  demand  beyond 
the  capacity  of  the  roadway  and  the  percentage  of  the  excess  demand 
generated  by  the  airport  expansion. 
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The  predicted  traffic  demands  are  based  on  the  following: 

1.  The  latest  populaticn  figures  (April  1972)  for  San  Mateo 
County  from  the  State  of  California  Department  of  Finance. 
The  predicted  1990  population  for  San  Mateo  County  is 
677,000. 

2.  A  doubling  of  airport  passengers  will  mean    a  doubling  of 
vehicular  traffic  into  and  out  of  the  airport. 

3.  No  increase  in  transit  facilities. 

4.  No  major  change  in  the  timing  of  airport  operations. 

5.  Peaks  on  each  road  occur  at  the  same  time. 

It  should  be  noted  that  the  figures  are  unrestrained,  that  is, 
it  is  assumed  that  everyone  can  make  a  trip  without  delay  at  the 
time  they  wish.    This  analysis  will  give  greater  traffic  volumes 
than  can  actually  appear  since  capacity  restraints  v/ill  force  a 
diversion  of  trips  in  time  or  route.    This  analysis  is  useful  to 
show  the  effect  of  the  airport  expansion  on  the  demand  for  highway 
space. 

It  should  be  noted  that  between  Route  101  at  Colma  Creek  and 
Route  101  at  Millbrae  Avenue  no  capacity  or  demand  figures  are 
shown  for  Route  101.    This  is  because  the  capacity  of  this  section 
will  not  be  exceeded  by  demand.    The  attached  map  and  table  shows 
that  there  will  be  six  probable  locations  where  delay  and  congestion 
will  occur  on  the  highway  system  feeding  into  and  out  of  the  San 
Francisco  International  Airport.     In  three  of  these  areas,  conges- 
tion will  occur  whether  the  airport  expands  or  not.     During  the 
peak  hours  there  will  not  be  enough  capacity  on  the  highway  system 
to  handle  the  traffic  bound  for  the  airport  if  present  trends  con- 
tinue.   However,  there  is  sufficient  capacity  available  throughout 
the  day  to  service  the  airport  if  people  are  willing  to  schedule  their 
trips  at  times  other  than  during  the  peak  hours. 

Route  101 

Route  101  will  be  the  highway  most  affected  by  the  increase  in 
traffic  caused  by  the  airport  expansion  since  sections  of  Route 
101  are  at  capacity  now  during  the  peak  hours.    The  additional 
airport  traffic  will  increase  the  demand  traffic  in  excess  of 
capacity  on  sections  of  Route  101  by  15^  to  kO%  during  the  peak 
periods.     I985  traffic  demand  with  airport  expansion  shows  approxi- 
mately 204,000  vehicles  per  day  (VPD)  wanting  to  use  Route  101 
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south  of  Millbrae  Avenue.    This  is  over  the  l8o,000  VPD  capacity 
of  an  average  four  lane  freeway.    Route  101  north  of  this  area  in 
San  Francisco  does  handle  200,000  VPD  so  that  this  volume  is 
possible. 

However,  Route  28o  has  additional  capacity  in  the  peak  and  off 
peak  areas  which' v/ ill  attract  traffic  away  from  Route  101.  But 
it  will  not  completely  relieve  the  peak  hour  congestion  on 
Route  101  in  this  location. 

Congestion  on  Route  101  north  of  Colma  Creek  will  occur.  Airport 
traffic  would  be  able  to  divert  to  San  Francisco  via  Route  28o  and 
thus  have  a  lesser  impact  on  Route  101  than  is  shown  in  the  table. 

Route  380 

The  westbound  evening  demand  traffic  will  exceed  the  roadway 
capacity  by  Minor  congestion  and  delay  will  occur  but  will 

not  be  significant. 

Route  280 

The  capacity  of  Route  280  between  Sneath  Lane  and  Westborough 
Boulevard  will  be  exceeded  both  northbound  and  southbound  during 
the  evening  peak  hour  (5  to  6  p.m.).    Adequate  capacity  will 
exist  both  north  and  south  of  this  section.    Construction  of 
State  Route  380  between  Route  28o  and  Route  35  will  relieve  this 
congestion.    If  State  Route  380  is  not  constructed,  additional 
lanes  on  Route  28o  could  be  required.    Also,  metering  of  traffic 
entering  Route  28o  from  Sneath  Lane,  San  Bruno  Avenue  and  West- 
borough  Boulevard  would  relieve  the  congestion. 

Local  Roads 

Local  Roads  will  not  experience  any  substantial  increase  in  traffic 
because  of  the  access  to  the  airport  available  from  Route  380  and 
Route  101.    Route  380  will  be  able  to  handle  the  predicted  demand 
with  only  minor  congestion  west  of  El  Camino  Real.     San  Bruno 
Avenue  will  experience  a  minor  increase  but  total  traffic  will 
only  be  a  third  of  what  uses  it  today.     Millbrae  Avenue  will  not 
be  affected.     Streets  such  as  El  Camino  Real  paralleling  Route  101 
between  3rd  Avenue  and  Millbrae  Avenue  will  experience  increases 
in  traffic  but  this  will  be  local  traffic  which  would  have  used 
Route  101  for  short  trips.     El  Camino  Real  because  of  the  existing 
development  emd  signalized  intersections  is  not  a  feasible  alterna- 
tive for  longer  trips  and  any  impact  from  airport  expansion  would  be 
minimal. 
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If  congestion  is  going  to  occur  on  Route  101,  what  can  be  done 
to  mitigate  its  effects?    What  can  the  airport  do  to  mitigate 
the  effects  of  its  expansion  on  the  highway  sys-tem?    There  are 
at  least  seven  possible  courses  of  action.    These  are: 

1.  Do  nothing 

•   2.  Increase  roadway  capacity 

3.  Meter  Freeway  on-ramp  traffic 

4.  Alternate  Modes  of  Transportation 

5.  Off  Site  Parking 

6.  Rescheduling  of  airport  operations 

7.  Combinations  of  the  above 

This  list  is  not  intended  to  be  inclusive.  Other  courses  of  action 
could  be  suggested. 

-  ^*    Do  Nothing 

This  alternative  means  accepting  the  congestion  that  will 
occur  and  let  each  individual  driver  adapt  to  the  situation.  This 
will  cause  some  drivers  to  reschedule  their  trips  both  in  time  and 
space.  The  peak  period  on  Route  101  will  lengthen  and  traffic  on 
local  streets  in  some  areas  paralleling  the  congested  sections  of 
Route  101  will  increase. 

2.  Increase  Roadway  Capacity 

This  alternate  would  consist  of  adding  enough  lanes  to 
Route  101  both  north  and  south  of  the  Airport.    The  cost  of  such 
an  expansion  would  be  in  the  millions.    No  additions  would  be 
necessary  on  Route  38o. 

3.  Meter  Freeway  On-Ramp  Traf-f ic 

A  third  alternative  would  be  to  meter  the  traffic  entering 
Route  101.    In  effect  this  consists  of  regulating  the  number  of 
vehicles  which  can  enter  the  freeway  at  on-ramps  in  order  to  main- 
tain inflow  at  or  slightly  belovj  the  capacity  of  the  freeway. 
Delay  is  spread  over  all  users  of  the  roadway  with  delay  and 
congestion  being  reduced. 

4.  Alternate  Modes  of  Transportation 

This  alternative  would  consist  of  providing  other  modes  of 
transportation  and  upgrading  existing  modes  besides  the  automobile 
for  access  to  the  airport.    This  could  be  bus,  upgraded  Southern 
Pacific  or  BARTD. 

5.  Off  Site  Parking 


This  alternate  would  consis-c-  of  off  site  parking  near 
congested  sections  of  freeway  :;ith  t  ansit  to  the  passenger  ter- 
minal.   This  would  be  used  to  supplement  Route  101. 
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6.    Rescheduling  of  Airport  Operations 

Airport  operations  could  be  rescheduled  so  that  the 
airport  peak  hours  will  coincide  with  the  off  peaks  on  Route 
101  when  sufficient  capacity  is  available. 

7.    Combinations  of  the  Above 

This  alternate  would  consist  of  two  or  more  or  all  of 
the  previously  mentioned  alternatives. 

There  is  no  discussion  in  the  DEIR  of  the  effects  on  the  freeway 
system  of  the  three  alternatives  mentioned  in  Section  5«  All 
presume  an  increase  in  air  passengers.     If  no  increase  occurs 
it  is  probable  none  of  the  four  proposals  with  the  possible 
exception  of  a  new  airport  somewhere  will  affect  the  freeway 
system.     If  the  increase  does  occur,  then  all  alternatives  will 
•  affect  the  freeways. 

If  nothing  is  done  while  passenger  demand  increases,  passengers 
may  still  try  to  use  the  San  Francisco  International  Airport  and 
the  same  problems  that  would  accompany  the  airport  expansion 
would  occur.    The  extent  of  the  effect  depends  on  how  many  passen- 
gers the  airport  could  handle  now  and  how  much  delay  and  congestion 
at  the  airport  passengers  would  be  willing  to  accept.    A  portion  of 
the  increase  would  probably  divert  to  Oakland  or  San  Jose.  Currently 
traffic  coming  to  the  airport  is  split  evenly  between  north  and 
south.    Therefore,  depending  on  what  routes  passenger  traffic  would 
use  to  get  to  the  other  airports,  the  same  areas  on  Route  101  would 
be  affected,  the  Bay  Bridge,  Route  17  and  Route  92. 

Expanding  other  airports  in  the  Bay  Area  and  constructing  a  new 
airport  would  have  the  same  effects,.    However,  we  can't  judge 
these  effects  since  not  enough  information  is  available  on  the 
alternatives  listed.    All  alternatives  except  no  increase  in  air 
passengers  will  result  in  delay  and  congestion  on  portions  of  the 
freeway  system  in  the  Bay  Area.    As  to  which  alternative  would 
cause  the  least  delay  and  congestion,  more  detailed  information  on 
each  alternative  is  needed  plus  the  time  required  to  study  each  one. 

Attached  is  a  table  showing  our  latest  traffic  counts  on  Route 
101.    These  counts  list  the  peak  hour  traffic  into  or  out  of  the 
airport  and  may  be  of  assistance  to  you.     If  you  need  any  further 
information  or  assistance,  please  call  W.  J.  Zenoni  at  557-0585. 

Yours  very  truly, 

T.  R.  LAMMERS 
District  Engineer 

By 

W.  J.  Zenoni 

Assistant  District  Engineer 
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ROUTE  101  TRAFFIC 


FROM  AIRPORT 

Location 

Terminal  to 
Route  101 
Southbound 


Terminal  to 
Route  101 
Northbound 

Northbound 
San  Bruno  Ave 
to  Route  101 

Southbound 
San  Bruno 
Ave.  to  Route 
101 


APT 
11,500 


15,000 


4,500 


4,070 


AM  Peak 
500 


700 


700 


400 


4.3 


4.7 


15.5 


9.8 


Current  (1971)  Route  101  Traffic 


PM  Peak 


1100 


1200 


300 


700 


ADT  -  137,000 
Peak  Hour-  13,000 


Peak  ADT 

PM  Peak  fone-vjayj 
AM  Peak  (one-way) 


9.6 


8.0 


4.5 


17.2 


147,000 
6,6oo 

6,100 


TO  AIRPORT 

Location 

Northbound 
Route  101  to 
Terminal 


Southbound 
Route  101  to 
Terminal 

Northbound 
Route  101  - 
San  Bruno 
Avenue 

Southbound 
Route  101  - 
San  Bruno 
Avenue 


ADT 
13,500 


12,000 


5,260 


2,000 


AM  Peak 
1,100 


1,000 


970 


300 


8.2 


8.3 


18.4 


15.0 


PM  Peak 
800 


800 


670 


200 


% 
5.9 


6.7 


12.7 
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SECTION  FIVE 


CITY  HALL     •     SANTA  MARIA  AVENUE 


PACIFICA,  CALIFORNIA  94044 


355-4151 


Scenic  Pacifica 


MAYOR 
G  ace  McCarthy 
COUNCILMEN 
S'Ti  ey  M.  Farber 

'T''fn'5rShr"  February  28,  1973 

.  ihri  V/  M  I  i  rn.'oy  III 


Mr.  Richard  Newport,  Secretary 
Airport  Commission 
San  Francisco  International  Airport 
San  Francisco,  California  94128 

Subject:     Environmental  Impact  Report  for  San  Francisco  International  Airport 
Expansion 

Dear  Mr.  Newport: 

We  have  reviewed  the  comprehensive  report  entitled  "Environmental  Impact  Report  for 
San  Francisco  International  Airport  Expansion"  which  you  so  courteously  forwarded 
to  our  offices.    Our  review  of  the  report  indicated  the  extensiveness  of  your  evalu- 
ation and  your  concern  for  the  environment. 

The  citizens  of  the  City  of  Pacifica,  however,  have  become  increasingly  alarmed  by 
the  rise  in  the  ambient  noise  level,  particularly  within  the  northern  portion  of  the 
City  of  Pacifica  effected  by  the  increased  air  traffic  and  deviation  from  previous 
flight  patterns  emanating  from  San  Francisco  International  Airport.    We  are  addition- 
ally concerned  with  the  air  pollution  which  has  developed  over  the  past  decade  within 
the  San  Francisco  Bay  Area.    We  are  requesting  that: 

1.  The  "Environmental  Impact  Report  for  San  Francisco  International  Airport  Expan- 
sion" be  reviewed  with  respect  to  the  increase  in  ambient  noise  levels  within 

and  in  the  proximity  of  the  City  of  Pacifica.  We  request  that  the  flight  patterns 
be  modified  so  as  to  completely  bypass  our  community. 

2.  The  impact  report  be  augmented  or  otherwise  supplemented  to  properly  document 
or  otherwise  attenuate  the  serious  air  pollution  for  which  traffic  generators 
have  such  a  great  affinity. 

Would  you  please  maintain  the  City  of  Pacifica  on  your  mailing  list  for  additional 
documents  germane  to  development  of  the  San  Francisco  International  Airport. 


Very  truly  yours. 


Path  of  Portoln  WGf)     .v;n  Fi,incisco  Buy  Oiscoi^ory  S'lTe 


Mr.  Richard  Newport,  Secretary 
Airport  Commission 
February  28,  1973 
Page  2 


cc:     City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  Planning  Commission 
San  Mateo  County  Airport  Land  Use  Commission 
Fairmont  Subdivisions  Improvement  Association 
Pacific  Highlands  Improvement  Association 
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The  League  of  'io-aen  Voters  of  the  Eay  Area  Is 
composed  of  5200  in  em  bars  in  22  Leagues  in  the  jJine  Bay 
Area  Counties.  The  League  has  followed  closely  the  RASSC 
study  for  uhe  past  2}  years,  -/e  are  pleased  to  see  that  in- 
novatives  raoues  of  moving  people  will  be  utilized  in  this 


expansion,  iiowever  there  are  several  concerns  the  League 
would  lilie  to  emphasis. 


1.  Because  filling  the  Bay  is  such  an  irreversible  step  we 
would  urge  that  with  any  expansion  of  the  San  Francisco 
Airport,  the  B^i.Y  FILL  is  xept  to  a  mininum. 

2o  The  expansion  of  the  San  Francisco  Airport  will  bring  about 
greater  a-j.tomobile  congestion,  we  believe  their  must  be 
postive  steps  for  alternative  modes  of  transit  for  access 
to  the  airport 0 

3.  The  land  use  around  tne  airport  should  be  carefully  cont- 
rolled so  that  all  social  and  environnicntal  costs  are  con- 
sidered o  There  should  be  close  coordination  with  the  land 
use  planning  of  other  governmental  agencies. 

4,  The  State  Standards  of  noise  and  air  pollution  must  be 
adhered  to. 


5o  We  suggest  that  the  Airport  Commission  should  work  closely 
with  the  i-Ietro  poll  tan  I'ransportation  Commission  for  a  better 
and  more  coordinated  regional  plan,  in  view  of  the  fact 
that  Phase  2,  of  the  MIC  Plan  which  includes  the  airports 
is  due  Jan.  197^. 

6o  In  order  to  cut  down  Short  haul  trips,  we  urge  there  be  a 
study  for  rapid  ground  transit  between  San  Francisco  and 
Los  Angeles,  this  would  go  a  long  v^ay  to  relieve  the  con- 
gestion problerao 
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San  Francisco  Airports  Commission 
City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 
San  Francisco,  California 

Gentlemen: 

The  San  Francisco  Bay  Area  Council  is  a  private,  non- 
profit organization  dedicated  to  the  civic,  economic 
and  environmental  enhancement  of  the  nine-county  Bay 
region. 

We  have  had  a  continuing  interest  in  the  future  of  air- 
port development  in  the  San  Francisco  Bay  Area,  The 
Council ' s  participation  in  the  work  of  the  Regional 
Airport  Systems  Study  Committee  of  the  Association  of 
Bay  Area  Governments  included  making  formal  presenta- 
tions to  RASSC  and  to  the  Executive  Committee  of  ABAG 
in  connection  with  the  proposed — and  since  adopted- 
Regional  Airport  Plan. 

While  we  have  not  studied  in  detail  the  proposed  devel- 
opment plan  for  the  San  Francisco  International  Airport, 
it  is  apparent  that  the  plan  for  expansion  coincides  with 
the  Council's  recommendations  to  the  RASSC  that  "first 
priority  should  be  given  to  the  maximum  feasible  develop- 
ment of  the  existing  San  Francisco,  Oakland  and  San  Jose 
Airports."    The  Council  acknowledges  that  the  airport 
development  program  represents  both  transportation  and 
economic  vitality  to  the  Bay  Area.    Additionally,  the 
Council  feels  that  proper  development  of  the  three 
existing  airport  facilities  might  alleviate  the  neces- 
sity for  the  environmental  and  economic  costs  of  estab- 
lishing a  fourth  major  airport  in  the  region. 

We  believe,  therefore,  that  the  development  of  the  San 
Francisco  International  Airport  to  accommodate  larger 
passenger  volume  is  consistent  with  the  environmental, 
economic  and  transportation  recommendations  that  the 
Bay  Area  Council  proposed  and  ABAG  endorsed  i/9  its 
approval  of  the  RASSC  plan. 


AJS:oh 


Siracusa 
e  Director 


The  Bay  Area  Council,  established  in  1945,  is  dedicated  to  developing  and  aniculating  the  enlightened  view^iemt  of  business  on  the  economic, 
environmental,  social  and  governmental  issues  of  the  Bay  region.  While  including  particioation  from  most  segments  of  the  regional  community, 
the  Council  it  primarily  the  voice  of  key  business  leaders  in  the  nine-county  San  Francisco  Bay  Area. 


OFFICE  OF 
CITY  ADMINISTRATOR 
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Airports  Commission 
City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 
San  Francisco  International  Airport 
San  Francisco,  California  94128 

Gentlemen: 

The  City  Council  of  the  City  of  Millbrae  has  now  reviewed  the 
Environmental  Impact  Report  for  the  San  Francisco  International 
Airport  expansion  project  dated  January,  1973.    Although  we  were 
unable  to  be  represented  at  last  Thursday's  hearing  on  this  subject, 
it  is  our  understanding  that  we  can  submit  comments  in  writing  with- 
in a  period  of  ten  days  following  the  hearing.    This  letter,  therefore, 
constitutes  the  comments  and  concerns  that  we  have  in  regard  to  the 
Environmental  Impact  Report. 

1.  To  begin  with,  we  are  unable  to  really  see  where  the  report 
provides  for  the  environmental  concerns  of  noise  and  street  traffic 
that  will  result  from  increased  airport  activities.    We  were  told 
that  the  entire  project  includes  a  contingency  fund  in  the  amount  of 
approximately  $29  million  dollars.    We  feel  very  strongly  that  a 
significant  portion  of  this  contingency  fund  should  be  earmarked  to 

take  care  of  noise  pollution  as  well  as  street  traffic  congestion  problems 
in  and  around  the  Airport.    We  believe  that  instead  of  being  in  a  position 
of  reacting  to  these  problem  areas,  the  Airport  should  take  positive 
active  steps  ahead  of  the  actual  problem  being  created  to  make  sure 
that  problems  of  noise  and  traffic  are  taken  care  of.    If  this  is  not  done, 
then  surrounding  communities,  like  Millbrae,  will  be  subjected  to 
tremendous  negative  environmental  impacts  which  will  be  most  difficult 
to  live  with. 

2,  On  page  8-2  of  Section  8  of  the  Report,  the  statement  is  made  that 
"New  California  noise  regulations  stipulate  that  by  1985  no  residences 
are  permitted  within  a  CNEL  65  noise  contour.  " 

We  believe  that  this  is  in  error.    The  way  the  Report  reads  now,  residents 
of  a  sizeable  portion  of  our  City  would  have  to  move  out  of  the  City  by  1985. 
As  we  recall,  the  State  Law  says  that  there  cannot  be  any  changes  in  use  in 
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these  areas,  but  does  not  refer  to  the  fact  that  there  cannot  be  any 
residences  in  these  areas  in  1985.    This  confusion  should  be  cleared 
up  in  the  report. 

3.  Page  1-1  of  the  Report  states  that  the  number  of  passengers  will 
increase  from  15.  5  million  annual  passengers  in  1972  to  31  million  in 
1985.    This  really  relates  to  the  first  comment  made  above  concerning 
noise  and  street  traffic  problems.     Obviously,  the  street  traffic  coming 
into  the  airport  will  have  to  double  and  we  do  not  feel  the  present  surface 
streets  coming  into  and  out  of  the  Airport,  including  interchanges  and 
intersections,  as  well  as  traffic  signalization,  is  any  where  near  adequate 
to  accommodate  so  vast  an  increase  in  surface  traffic.    It  is  the  City  of 
Millbrae  which  is  going  to  bear  the  brunt  of  this  greatly  increased  street 
traffic. 

We  also  remain  convinced,   ourselves,  that  there  will  of  necessity  have 
to  be  considerably  more  take-offs  on  Runways  1-L  and  1-R  going  over 
the  Bay.    We  feel  convinced  that  this  will  result  in  a  situation  where  the 
City  of  Millbrae  will  be  subjected  to  considerably  more  noise  pollution 
that  we  are  now.     We  do  not  believe  that  the  Report,  in  any  way,  answers 
what  steps  are  going  to  be  taken  to  remedy  this  potentially  disastrous 
situation  to  the  City  of  Millbrae.    In  this  connection,  we  question  the 
reasons  for  the  extension  of  Runway  1-L  by  750-feet.    Is  this  being  done 
to  have  airplanes  take  off  on  Runway  l-L  750-feet  closer  to  the  City  of 
Millbrae?    Since  Runway  1-L  would  then  be  the  same  length  as  Runway 
1-R,   since  the  two  runways  angle  in  tow3.rds  Millbrae,  this  would  place 
Runway  1-L  closer  to  Millbrae  than  Runway  1-R  now  is.    The  noise  coming 
into  Millbrae  would  be  considerably  increased  therefore. 

In  addition,  is  Runway  1-L  being  increased  in  length  in  order  to  enable 
more  take-offs  on  Runway  1-L?    If  this  is  the  case,  the  City  of  Millbrae 
will  be  subjected  to  quite  a  bit  more  noise. 

For  all  of  these  reasons,  it  appears  to  us  that  the  extension  of  Runway  1-L 
can  have  none  other  than  a  negative  impact  upon  our  community.  We, 
therefore,  must  let  you  know  that  we  oppose  the  lengthening  of  Runway  1-L. 

4.  We  have  noticed  the  use  of  the  word  "should"  and  "may"  in  the  Report. 
It  appears  to  us  that  "shall"  and  "wiU  '  would  be  better  terms  to  use. 

For  instance,  on  page  8-2,  the  Report  states,  "If  all  of  the  above  do  not 
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reduce  the  CNEL  65  sufficiently  to  exclude  residences,  then  a  drastic 
aircraft  operations  curtailment  -  -  -  may  be  required.  "       We  believe 
that  the  word  "will"  should  be  used  here  rather  than  the  word  "may". 

5.  The  Report  indicates  that  considerable  construction  will  occur  in 
the  area  of  the  south  terminal.    The  environmental  impact  of  this  work 
upon  Millbrae,  which  is  closest  to  the  south  terminal,  does  not  appear 
to  be  adequately  discussed. 

6.  We  are  also  concerned  about  the  impact  of  the  possible  Phase  III 
construction.    This  is  referred  to  on  page  1-4  of  the  Report  in  regard 

to  boarding  area  J.      The  comment  is  made  that  twenty-nine  gate  positions 
are  presently  provided  in  this  complex.    Does  this  mean  that  the  twenty- 
nine  gate  positions  are  the  total  number  presently  in  the  north  terminal 
complex  or  does  it  mean  that  boarding  area  J  will  provide  for  twenty- 
nine  additional  gate  positions?    We  are  unclear  as  to  just  how  the  con- 
struction of  boarding  area  J  will  affect  the  surrounding  communities. 

It  seems  to  us  that  we  could  get  additional  noise  in  Millbrae  from  a 
different  direction.    We  believe  this  particular  section  needs  more 
information  and  that  it  is  extremely  important  that  the  total  environmental 
impact  of  Phase  III  be  discussed.    As  it  is  right  now,  the  Report  only 
relates  to  the  environmental  impact  of  Phase  I  and  Phase  II  construction. 

7.  The  map  on  page  1-11  is  on  the  land  side  area  projects.    This  is  on 
the  west  side  of  the  Airport  and  includes  land  west  of  the  Bayshore  Free- 
way and  in  the  City  of  Millbrae.    The  facilities  proposed  to  go  in  here  are 
identified  as  those  needed  to  support  the  activities  of  the  Airport. 

Page  1-12  lists  all  of  these  facilities.    No  where  in  the  Report,  however, 
can  we  find  an  indication  of  what  the  environmental  impact  will  be  on 
surrounding  communities  as  a  result  of  these  land  side  area  projects, 
particularly  in  relation  to  noise  and  street  traffic  congestion.  We 
believe  that  it  is  very  important  for  the  Report  to  discuss  these  various 
elements. 


In  conclusion,  I  would  like  to  thank  you  very  much  for  supplying  the  City 
of  Millbrae  with  a  copy  of  the  Environmental  Impact  Report  for  the 
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San  Francisco  Airport  Expansion.    Please  let  me  know  if  there  are 
other  comments  or  clarifications  regarding  the  concerns  that  the 
City  of  Millbrae  has  in  regard  to  the  Airport  Expansion  Project. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Richard  E.  Watson 
City  Administrator 


REW:ela 
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The  Honorable  David  Martin,  Chairman,  ^ 

Airport  Land  Use  Commission,  Regional  Planning  Committee, 
County  of  San  Mateo,  Government  Center, 
Redwood  City,  California  94064. 

Dear  Mayor  Martin: 

Enclosed  herewith  please  find  a  copy  of  notes  prepared  by  us  for 
Councilman  Patrick  Ahern  on  March  8,  1973,  entitled: 

"Draft  of  Remarks  by  the  South  San  Francisco  Member  of  the 
San  Mateo  County  Airport  Land  Use  Commission  in  Support  of 
an  Amendment  to  the  ALUC  Interim  Land  Use  PlaTi,  and  Also 
With  Reference  to  the  Environmental  Impact  Report  Submitted 
by  the  San  Francisco  Airports  Commission  to  the  ALUC." 

Mr.  Ahern  submitted  our  notes  to  members  of  the  Airport  Land  Use 
Commission,  and  Ivlr.  Eugene  Masciarelli  has  asked  me  to  supply  additional 
copies  for  the  use  of  the  Staff  and  as  an  enclosure  to  the  minutes  of  the  ALUC 
Hearing  of  that  date. 

Supplementary  to  our  notes  (above  titled) ,  we  are  attaching  thereto  a 
certified  copy  of  Resolution  No.  7467,  adopted  by  the  Board  of  Airport 
Commissioners  of  the  City  of  Los  Angeles  on  December  20,  1972.    The  latter 
document  reflects  decisions  made  by  the  Los  Angeles  Board  of  Airport 
Commissioners  and  the  reasons  for  their  action,  stated  in   a  manner  that,  we 
believe,  might  be  useful  in  evaluating  our  suggestions  for  a  reasonable  noise- 
abatement  schedule  for  the  San  Francisco  International  Airport. 


Very  truly  yours, 


Maurice  A.  Garbell  \J 
President  f 


MAG:e£ 
End. 
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DRAFT  OF  REMARKS  BY  THE  SOUTH  SAN  FRANCISCO  MEMBER  OF  THE 
SAN  MATEO  COUNTY  AIRPORT  LAND  USE  COMMISSION  IN  SUPPORT  OF 
AN  AMENDMENT  TO  THE  A  LUC  INTERIM  LAND  USE  PLAN,  AND  ALSO  WITH 
REFERENCE  TO  THE  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  REPORT  SUBMITTED  BY 
THE  SAN  FRANCISCO  AIRPORTS  COMMISSION  TO  THE  ALUC. 


The  City  of  South  San  Francisco  movea  the  adoption  of  the  amended 
70-dB  CNEL  contours  for  the  San  Bruno  Gap  sector  of  the  San  Francisco 
International  Airport,  as  set  forth  in  the  report  by  the  Aviation  Consultants 
of  the  City  of  South  San  Francisco  which  is  before  this  Committee. 

Having  perused  the  current  Environmental  Impact  Report  of  the  San 
Francisco  Airports  Commission  for  the  San  Francisco  International  Airport, 
the  City  of  South  San  Francisco  also  urges  the  ALUC  to  take  such  favorable 
action  as  the  powers  and  duties  of  this  Committee  may  permit. 

In  doing  so,  the  City  of  South  San  Francisco  asks  that  this  Committee 
express  its  intent  and  desire  that  the  San  Francisco  Airport  Commission 
institute  a  program  leading  to,  and  resulting  in,  the  achievement  of  operations  at  the 
San  Francisco  International  Airport  within  the  standards  containe  ederal 
Aviation  Regulations,  Part  36,  and  the  California  Noise  Standards,  Subchapter  6 
of  Title  4  of  the  California  Administrative  Code.    The  following  specific  steps 
are  urged: 

1.    That,  beginning  at  a  date  on  or  about  July  1,   1973.  all  aircraft 
approaching  the  San  Francisco  International  Airport  over  a  noise-sensitive  land  area 
between  the  hours  of  11:00  p.m.  and  6:00  a.m.-  be  aircraft  certificated  in  accordance 
with  Part  36  of  the  Federal  Aviation  Regulations,  and  that,  likewise,  all  aircraft 
departing  from  the  San  Francisco  International  Airport  be  aircraft  so  certificated. 

Aircraft  certificated  in  accordance  with  Part  36  of  the  Federal 
Aviation  ReRulatione  are:   The  DC- 10,  the  Lockheed  L-1011,  the  747-200. 
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the  727-200   -when  acoustically  treated;  and,  for  purposes  of  this  recomarjendation. 
the  747-100. 

2.  That  the  Director  of  Airports  be  asked  to  prepare  and  submit  to  the 
San  Francisco  Airports  Comnnission  a  progrann  of  economic  incentives  to  accelerate 
the  use  of  aircraft  certificated  in  accordance  with  Part  36  of  the  Federal  Aviation 
Regulations,  which  program  shall  be  submitted  within  sufficient  time  to  become 
effective  October  1,   1973.    Said  program  shall  generally  set  landing  fees  ranging  from 
lowest  fees  for  operators  of  aircraft  certificated  in  compliance  with  Part  36  of  the 
Federal  Aviation  Regulations,  to  higher  fees  for  operators  of  noisier  aircraft. 

3.  That  a  fleet  noise  rule  be  established  whereby  100%  of  all  aircraft 
using  the  San  Francisco  International  Airport  shall  be  certificated  in  compliance 
with  Part  36  of  the  Federal  Aviation  Regulations  con  or  before  December  31,  1979. 
Also,  that,  on  or  before  July,   1977,  a  study  of  the  operation  of  the  fleet  noise  rule 
be  made  for  the  purpose  of  determining  whether,  by  that  date,  at  least  40%  of  .:. ... 
airline  fleet,  is  in  compliance  therewith. 

This  fleet  noise  rule  shall  stand  as  a  regulation  at  the  San  Francisco 
International  Airport  unless  and  until  a  more  stringent  rule  is  adopted  by  the 
Federal  Government  either  for  the  certification  of  aircraft  or  for  the  operation  of 
aircraft  or  airports,  or  by  any  one  or  more  of  its  agencies  authorised  to  do  so,  or 
by  the  State  of  California  or  any  of  its  Departments. 

4.  That  the  Director  of  Airports  be  asked  to  prepare  and  submit  to  the 
San  Francisco  Airports  Commission  a  plan  for  the  prompt  establishment  in  the 
Directorate  of  Airports  a  Noise  Reduction  Enforcement  Division  and  a  schedule  of 
its  duties. 

5.  That  the  Director  of  Airports  be  asked  to  prepare  and  submit  to  the 
San  Francisco  Airports  Commission  plans  for  the  northward  extension  of  noise- 
abatement  Runways  01-Left  and  01-R,  and  to  submit  to  the  aircraft  manufacturers 
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information  substantiating  the  desirability  of  aerodynanic  design  featxaree  that  A^'ill 
make  future  aircraft  more  capable  of  performing  takeoffo  oafely  with  crosswind 
speeds  of  up  to  20  knots. 

6.    That  the  Director  of  Airports  be  asked  to  prepare  and  oubmit  to  the 
San  Francisco  Airports  CommisBion,  for  subaeqvicnt  distribution  to  the  City  Councils 
of  cities  contiguoup  and/or  adjacent  to  the  San  Fraiicicco  International  Airport  at 
the  pleasure  of  the  San  Francisco  Airport  Commission,   specific  plans  to  accomplish 
zero  impact  areas  for  the  San  Francisco  International  Airport  by  January  i,  1976, 
January  1,   1981.  and  January  1,   1986,  in  accordance  with  the  crtierial  CNEL  valueo 
specified  in  Section  5012  and  elsewhere  in  the  California  Noise  Standards. 

The  Aviation  Consultants  of  the  City  of  South  San  Francisco  has  expressed 
the  opinion  that  such  zero  noise-impact  areas  are  achievable  for  the  San  Francisco 
International  Airport  by  the  stated  dates,  provided  that  the  current  favorable  trends 
and  constructive  efforts  by  the  Directorate  of  Airport  of  the  San  Francisco  Airports 
Commission  are  pursued  steadily  and,  among  other  lines  of  endeavor,  along  the 
policies  recommended  above. 


Sah  I'MXHOtHrK).  CAiJiTOKtrij^  C4iat 


CIVIC  CENTER 


Carl  W.  Hultberg 


SAN  BRUNO.  CALIFORNIA  94066 


TELEPHONE 

589-9562 

AREA  CODE  415 


CITY  CLERK  AND 


LICENSE  COLLECTOR 


March  23,  1973 


San  Francisco  Airport  Commission 
S.  F.  Intl .  Airport 
Room  413,  Central  Terminal 
San  Francisco,  CA  94128 

Gentlemen: 


The  City  Council  of  the  City  of  San  Bruno,  in 


reviewing  the  Airport  Master  Plan  for  Expansion,  feels  that  traffic 
studies,  based  on  the  expansion  with  or  without  BART,  should  be 
considered. 

The  determination  to  locate  or  not  to  locate  a  BART 
Terminal  at  the  Airport  would  create  a  dramatic  increase  in  surface 
traffic  in  and  out  of  San  Bruno  streets. 


As  part  of  the  Environmental  Impact  Report  of  the 


Airport  Master  Plan  for  Expansion,  this  Council  would  like  to 
request  a  study  of  the  environmental  impact  of  surface  traffic  in 
and  out  of  San  Bruno  be  included. 


Yours  very  truly. 


CITY  OF  SAM  BRUNO 


(Mrs.  )Marj6'rie  R.  Redpath 
Deputy  City  Clerk 


JDM/mrr 
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OFFICE  OF 
INTERGOVERNMENTAU 
MANAGEMENT 


GOVERNOR  S  oFFtcr: 


COUNCIL  ON 
INTERGOVEHNMENTAU 
RELATIONS 


BACRAMtHTO  D5014 


March  26,  1973 


1400  TENTH  STREET 


.  WilliaiTi  J.  Dwyer 
:irjn  Francisco  International  Airport 
San  Francisco,  California  94128 

near  Mr.  Dwyer 

SUBJECT :    SCH  73021943  -  San  Francisco  Interngtional  Airnort  Expansion 

Program  -  San  Francisco 

The  above  listed  project  was  received  in  this  office  and  disseminated  to 
various  State  Departments  for  review.    The  attached  comments  were  generated 
by  the  (1)  Department  of  Aeronautics,  (2)  San  Francisco  Bay  Conservation 
and  Development  Commission,  (3)  Air  Resources  Board,  (4)  Department  of 
Fish  and  Game,  and  cleared  through  their  Agency  Secretaries. 


^'    Department  of  Aeronautics.    For  further  information 

regarding  the  attached  comment,  olease  contact 

Mr.  Gordon  A.  Miller,  Executive  Airport,  Sacramento,  California 
95822,  (916)  445-2582. 

2 .  San  Francisco  Bay  Conservation  and  Development  Commission. 
For  further  information  regarding  the  attached  comment, 
please  contact  Mr.  Joseph  E.  Bodcvitz,  30  Van  Ness  Avenue, 
San  Francisco,  California  94102,  (415)  597-3686. 

3.  Air  Resources  Board.    For  further  information  regarding 

the  attached  comment,  olease  contact  Mr.  William  C.  Lockett, 
1025  P  Street,  Sacramento,  California  95S14,  (916)  445-0960. 

4.  Department  of  Fish  and  Game.    For  further  information 
regarding  the  attached  comment;  please  contact 

Mr.  George  McCamm.on,  1416  Ninth  Street,  Sacramento,  California 
95814,  (916)  445-5250. 


The  comments  are  aimed  at  assuring  that  your  project  is  coordinated  at  all 
levels  of  government  and  to  insure  a  strong  application  to  the  Funding  Agency. 
The  State  Clearinghouse  v;ould  appreciate  knowledge  of  any  comm.uni cations  that 
you  might  have  with  the  commenting  departments. 


Mr.  William  J.  Dv/yer 
Page  2 

March  26,  1973 


We  request  that  you  use  the  State  Clearinghouse  number  assigned  to  your  project 
on  the  cover  page  of  your  application,  since  this  number  will  be  used  by  the 
Funding  Agency  when  the  State  Clearinghouse  is  notified  of  the  awarding  of 
your  grant. 

Sincerely, 

MARK  E.  BRIGGS  " 
Director  of  Management  Systems 
State  Clearinghouse 

MEBrsp 

cc:    John  looker,  OPR 

Mary  Schel 1 ,  Library 
Waide  Egener,  ABAG 
Gordon  A.  Miller 
Joseph  E.  Bodovitz 
Wil 1 iam  C.  Lockett 
George  McCairmon 


jallfornfa 

rmorandum 

Honorable  Frank  J.  Walton 
Secrctnry 

Business  Transportation  Agency 
1120  IJ  Street 

Sacramonto,  California  95814-  , 
Attention:    Mr.  Harold  Warras 


Department  of  Aeronautics 

Executive  Airport.  Sacramento  CA  95322 


Business  and  Transportation  Agency 


Dote  .     WAR  0  7  1973 


Subjoch     San  Francisco  Intematicn.' 

Airport  Expansion  Program 


Our  Department  has  reviewed  the  Environmental'  Impact  Report  for  San  Francisco 
Airport  Expansion  and  does  not  feel  we  are  in  a  position  to  comment  as  yet. 

The  proponent  should  be  advised  that  some  of  the  expansion  items  proposed  will 
require  an  Amended  Airport  Permit,  to  be  issued  by  our  Department,  in  accord- 
ance with  Public  Utilities  Code  21662  tlirough  21666. 

Sincerely, 


JOSEPH  R.  CROTTI 


H.  H.  Woodward 

Supervising  Aviation  Consultant 
EEIteT:pip 


End 


J  PAY  CCNSERVATICN 
,^^^;r  CO.WAISSION  *  i;.- 

J  AVfNUE  .^'5' 
CO,  CALIFORNIA    '94102  ^ 


Secrctnry  for  Rcnourcco 
Rc30urcc3  Butldlnn 
1'»16  i,'lnth  Ctrcct 
CacrAF.onto.  CA  95^1^ 


March  12,  1973 

CCII  Na-Abcr  730219^3 

Ban  Francloco  Intcmatl 
Airport  Expansion  Prop;"" 


30  Van  Koss  Avenue,  San  Frcnclsco  9^102 


The  San  Frp.nclfsco  Bay  Conservation  and  Developr.cnt  Ccrjalcsion  r^kos 
no  corxr.cnt  on  thin  i:nviro.ir.cntcil  iDpr.ct  Stater^nt.    Aithou,'>'i  tho  Ctater.&nt 
refers  to  B-iy  fill,  the  only  tvo  pro:;t:;cta  that  are  vd.thin  the  Cor-viicslon'a 
Juricdlctlon  -./ill  be  tho  subject  of  further,  niorc  detailed  environnontal 
icpQct  ctatccontn  aa  part  of  tho  per:rit  application  process.    Therefore,  tba 
CocjalBcloa  vlll  take  no  position  on  those  projects  until  that  tlcia. 


Executive  Director 


f^^„\a  Tho  Resources  Agency 

o  r  a  n  d  u  m 


Honorable  William  R.  Gianelli 
Director 

Department  of  Water  Resources 
1416  Ninth  Street 
Sacramento,  CA  95814 

Attention:     Mr.  Ken  Fellows 


Dole    I    March  2,  1973 

Sybjoct:    San  Francisco 
International  Airport 
Expansion  Program 
San  Mateo  County 
SCH.  No.  73021943 


^  r  Resources  Board 

L  _   .... ...... 

some  slight  irr.provement  in  emissions  may  be  expected  at  the 
450,000  annual  operations  level  and  that  this  would  improve 
ifurther  at  the  expected  370,000  annual  operations  level. 
If  the  decreased  numbers  of  operations  are  composed  of 
larger  si^ie  aircraft  then  the  im.plied  reduction  in  emissions 
Tiay  not  be  true. 

^  significant  conclusion  is  m.issing  from  the  EIR.    At  the 
Level  of  emissions  in  Table  2-10,   2-11,  and  2-12  the  airport 
■::omplex  will  be  responsible  for  an  approximate  doubling  of 
,Lts  percentage  contribution  to  the  Bay  Area  pollutants  in 
L985  as  com^pared  to  its  percentage  contribution  in  1970. 

'articulates  and  SO2  have  synergistic  health  degrading  effects 
Consideration  should  be  given  to  developing  systems  for 
lonitoring  these  factors  at  receptor  sites  where  high  readings 
ire  attributed  to  airport  operations.     It  is  recoirmended  that 
I  system  be  established  for  the  curtailment  of  airport 
jperations  in  event  of  a  health  endangering  episode  at  these 
sites. 


t  is  suggested  that  the  decision  makers  require  that  the 
lirport  users  be  responsible  for  the  cost  of  such  a  system 
IS  a  condition  for  approval  of  the  current  project  request. 


xlliam  C.  Lockett,  Chief 
ivaluation  and  Planning 


1 


4  c  ?v!  o  r  a  n  d  u  rn 


The  Resources  Agency 


To 


Honorable  I3»  3.  Livenaore,  Jr« 
Grcrcbary  Tor  Resources 
lhl6  ninth  Street 
SacroJ^iento,  California  9i>S14 


Date: 


March  13,  I973 


From    :    Deportment  of  Fish  and  Gome 

Sybjcci:     Project  and  Zir/irorracntal  Inpact  Statement  Revicv;  and  Comment  -  San  Francisco 


International  Airport  lixpansion  Program,  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  - 
SCH  73021943 


The  Department  of  Fish  and  Game  has  revievjed  the  subject  report  and  finds  it 
deficient  in  its  treatment  of  fish  and  vrf.ldlife  resources. 

The  report  does  not  adequately  describe  the  project's  impact  on  these  resources, 
nor  does  it  -ention  appropriate  rdtir^ation  measures  needed  to  compensate  for 
the  loss  of  fish  and  v.dldlife  habitat • 

Fining;  60  acres  of  tidal  flat  habitat  (iTorth  Airpoi-t  fill)  and  50  acres  of 
freshv;ater  r^rsh  (v;est  of  Bayshore  fill)  v/ould  adversely  affect  many  species 
of  fish  and  'oldlife  that  utilise  these  areas.    To  compensate  for  these  losses 
the  project  sponsor  should  pro^-lde  an  acceptable  fish  and  VD-ldlife  mitigation 
plan  v/liich  could  be  incorporated  in  the  project. 

The  Departmsnt  of  Fish  and  Game  requests  a  meeting  with  the  project  sponsor 
to  discuss  an  acceptable  miticaticn  plan. 

The  project  sponsor  should  contact  Mr.  Frank  Goodson,  En-'/ironmental  Services 
Supervisor,  Tepartment  of  Fish  and  Game,  ?.  0.  Box  47»  Yountville,  California 
94599*    His  telephone  number  is  (70?)  944-2443. 
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CnUNTYorSAN  MATE 


fit  P  LAN  N  !  NG_p !  R  2CTO  R 

I    I  DONAUL/   A.  WOOLFE.  A.l.o. 


fM.'INNI^fi  i]!:!'A!lTMi;NT  assistant 

I   I,,  ijn.xii  .V  i.i  ..  ,  ^  M  -  J.  PLANNING  DIRECTof 

CO'..'NTY   GOVt"Rl.ir-ENT.  ClNTER    .    RlO/vOOD   CiTY    .    C  Al  .  Fr  jRN  1 A    9':Cti,l  GEIORGE   W .  I.  AAK50,  A. !  .P 

TELEKHONE:    369-1.V4!     -    t   ,;    •.,  i  F  1 

Apri I   16,  1973 

Mr.  William  E.  McDonnell,  President 
Airports  Commission 
City  &  County  of  San  Francisco, 
San  Francisco  International  Airport 
South  San  Francisco,  CA  94128 

Dear  Sir: 

The  San  Mateo  County  Planning  Commission  held  a  public  hearing  March  28  ,  1973 
on  the  Environmental  Impact  Report  for  the  proposed  expansion  program  for  the 
San  Francisco  International  Airport. 

The  Commission  considered  statements  from  the  Planning  Department  and  other 
county  departments,  the  cities  of  Burlingame  and  Foster  City,  various  organiza- 
tions and  individuals.    A  summary  of  the  statements  is  enclosed,  along  with 
copies  of  written  statements  presented  at  the  hearing. 

The  Commission  took  the  following  action: 

"Moved  by  Commissioner  Thomas,  seconded  by  Commissioner  Cohen,  that 
the  San  Francisco  Airports  Commission  be  advised  that  the  San  Mateo 
County  Planning  Commission  supports  the  submitted  environmental  impact 
report  in  principle,  taking  into  account  those  statements  presented 
and  the  questions  raised  at  this  meeting  by  the  Planning  Commissioners 
and  members  of  the  public;  that  the  San  Francisco  Airports  Commission 
be  advised  of  the  Planning  Commission's  concern  that  the  report  is  in- 
sufficient and  inadequate  in  certain  areas,  as  set  forth  in  staff  reports 
and  statements  presented  at  this  hearing,  and  the  Planning  Commission 
strongly  recommends  that  the  Airports  Commission  carefully  consider 
these  inadequacies  and  the  questions  raised  at  this  hearing;  that  the 
Airports  Commission  study  and  report  on  the  alternative  of  complete 
utilization  of  the  other  airports  in  the  Bay  Area  before  expansion  of 
San  Francisco  International  Airport,  and  the  effects  on  the  entire  Bay 
Area  of  both  alternatives  on  local  transportation  and  water  and  air  pol- 
lution; and  the  staff  be  directed  to  summarize  the  testimony  presented 
at  this  meeting  and  forward  such  summary,  written  submitted  statements 
and  the  staff  reports  to  the  San  Francisco  Airports  Commission  for  inclu- 
sion and  response  in  the  final  environmental   impact  report,-, 
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cc:    San  Mateo  County  ALUC 
County  Manager 


Very^trul 
R^icticTra  Shri-ev# 
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Summary  of  the  public  hearing  on  the    San  Francisco  International  Airport  Expansion 
Environmental   Impact  Report  held  on  March  28,   1973  by  the  San  Mateo  County  Planning 
Comm  i  s  s  i  on : 


1 )  The  staff  presentation  included  plans  of  the  proposed  expansion,  an 
evaluation  by  the  County  Planning  Staff,  comments  by  County  Departments 
of  Health,  Parks,  Engineering,  and  General  Services,  the  recommendations 
from  the  Airport  Land  Use  Committee's  hearing  and  excerpts  from  the  hearing 
by  the  San  Francisco  Airports  Commission  (statements  attached). 

2)  Mr.  Dale  Fearne,  of  the  San  Francisco  Airports  Commission  staff  responded 
to  technical  questions  by  the  County  Planning  Commissioners. 

3)  The  Chairman  opened  the  publ jc  hearing,  asking  that  proponents  speak  first, 
followed  by  opponents. 

4)  Ms.  Katherine  Wilson,  Pacifica,  favored  the  expansion  and  the  employment 
opportunities  It  would  create.    Environmentalists  are  preserving  the 
status  quo  and  are  not  concerned  with  the  impact  of  their  activities  on  the 
livelihood  of  working  people. 

5)  Mr.  Jack  Flynn,  County  Development  Association,  explained  his  organization's 
long  term  interest  In  the  airport  and  the  need  for  a  balanced  approach  to 
long  range  area-wide  development  (statement  attached). 

6)  Ms.  Marlon  Softky,  EQCC,  presenting  a  neutral  viewpoint,  expressed  a 
sense  of  frustration  over  the  handling  of  the  report  and  presented  a 
statement  by  Claire  Dedrlck  of  the  Loma  Prieta  Chapter  of  the  Sierra  Club 
(attached). 

7)  Ms.  Elle  Larson,  Peninsula  Chapter  of  the  Sierra  Club,  spoke  In  opposition. 
Her  statement  (attached)  was  critical  of  the  assumptions  in  the  report 
concerning  passenger  forecasts,  the  southern  crossing  and  rapid  transit 
down  the  peninsula, 

8)  Dr.  Ruth  Smith,  San  Mateo  County  Medical  Society,  expressed  concern  that 
the  traffic  generated  by  the  airport  will   increase  air  pollution  and  related 
health  hazards. 

9)  Ms.  Olive  Mayer  presented  a  report  by  Sally  Cooper,  EQCC  (attached).  The 
statement  was  critical  of  forecasts  that  are  essentially  self-fulfilling 
prophesies  based  on  single  purpose  planning  assumptions.     |n  addition  the 
expansion  is  not  related  to  local  planning  and  should  not  take  precedence 
over  other  types  of  transportation  planning. 

10)    Ms.  Sylvia  Gregory,  San  Bruno  resident,  observed  that  the  Environmental  Impact 
Report  bases  many  of  its  assumptions  concerning  growth  on  the  Regional  Air- 
ports Systems  Study  (RASS)  which  did  not  resolve  competition  between  the 
three  Bay  Area  airports.    Airport  expansions  can  include  bay  fill  only  after 
a  coordinated  effort  by  all  Bay  Area  airports  indicates  the  need.     She  pointed 
out,   for  example,  the  potential  effect  of  the  litigation  between  BCDC  and  the 
Airport  over  en  expired  fill   permit  on  the  expansion. 
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11)  Mr.  John  Lewis,  Pacifica  resident,   indicated  that  takeoffs  presently  inter- 
rupt meetings,  a  problem  that  would  be  exacerbated  by  expansion  at  San 
Francisco  International.    He  favored  improving  inadequate  East  Bay  air  service 
prior  to  expansion  at  San  Francisco  International.     In  addition,  he  pointed 
out  the  lack  of  procedures  for  periodic  review  of  the  expansion  at  various 
stages  of  implementation. 

12)  Dick  Shaw,  Foster  City  Building  Inspector,  read  a  statement  on  the  City's 
evaluation  of  the  Environmental   Impact  Report's  deficiencies  (attached), 
including  safety  of  operations,  transportation  improvements  required,  and 
building  limitations  in  the  airport  vicinity  by  the  Air  Pollution  Control 
District  due  to  heavy  pol lution  by  aircraft. 

The  Commission  took  the  following  action: 

'•Moved  by  Commissioner  Thomas,  seconded  by  Commissioner  Cohen,  that  the 
San  Francisco  Airports  Commission  be  advised  that  the  San  Mateo  County 
Planning  Commission  supports  the  submitted  environmental   impact  report  in 
.    principle,  taking  into  account  those  statements  presented  and  the  question 
raised  at  this  meeting  by  the  Planning  Commissioners  and  members  of  the 
public;  that  the  San  Francisco  Airports  Commission  be  advised  of  the  Plan- 
ning Commission's  concern  that  the  report  is  insufficient  and  inadequate 
in  certain  areas,  as  set  forth  in  staff  reports  and  statements  presented 
at  this  hearing,  and  the  Planning  Commission  strongly  recommends  that 
the  Airports  Commission  carefully  consider  these  inadequacies  and  the' 
questions  raised  at  this  hearing;  that  the  Airports  Commission  study  and 
report  on  the  alternative  of  complete  utilization  of  the  other  airports  in 
the  Bay  Area  before  expansion  of  San  Francisco  International  Airport,  and 
the  effects  on  the  entire  Bay  Area  of  both  alternatives  on  local  transportation 
and  water  and  air  pollution;  and  the  staff  be  directed  to  summarize  the  testi- 
mony presented  at  this  meeting  and  forward  such  summary,  written  submitted 
statements  and  the  staff  reports  to  the  San  Francisco  Airports  Commission 
for  inclusion  and  response  In  the  final  environmental   impact  report." 


EM:  pv 
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Presentation  to  County  Planning  Commission    March  28,   1973  -  Public  Hearing  on 
the  Environmental    Impact  Report  for  the  Expansion  of  San  Francisco  International 

A  irport 

A  summary  of  the  findings  by  the  San  Mateo  County  Airport  Land  Use  Committee, 
at  its  public  hearing  of  March  8,   1973  on  this  Environmental   Impact  Report. 

The  Report  was  considered  deficient  in  evaluating  the  environmental  impacts 
in  quantifiable  terms  of  the  airports  expansion  in  the  following  areas  by  the 
committee  (ALUC)  and  organizations  or  individuals  testifying: 

ALUC: 

1)  the  impact  of  the  increased  traffic  generated  by  airport  expansion 
on  the  streets  and  arterials  of  the  adjacent  cities 

2)  the  impact  of  any  redistribution  of  aircraft  noise  on  the  county's 
communities  due  to  revised  operating  procedures  either  proposed  or 
required  to  comply  with  the  State  Noise  Law 

3)  the  impact  of  the  implementation  of  the  State  Noise  Law  on  existing 
residential  areas  that  may  yet  be  within  the  65  CNEL  contour  after 
1986.    Clarification  is  needed  because  residents  of  such  areas  are 
concerned  that  the  report  as  written  implies  forced  relocation. 

4)  The  impact  of  implementing  the  various  legislative  or  economic 
incentives  in  use  elsewhere  to  mitigate  the  effect  of  aircraft 
noise,     (i.e.,  graduated  scale  of  landing  fees  or  limitations  to 
nighttime  operations  based  on  the  equipment  used.  ) 

5)  The  impact  of  the  extension  of  runway  IL  was  not  comprehensively 
eva I uated. 

6)  Finally,  the  description  of  the  Airport  Land  Use  Commission  is 
somewhat  misleading  and  should  be  corrected  in  the  Report  as  follows: 

The  Regional  planning  Committee  (RPC)  was  formed  in  1965  rather  than 
in  1972.     In  1970  the  Board  of  Supervisors  designated  the  RPC  as 
the  Airport  Land  Use  Commission.    A  select  committee,  the  Airport 
Land  Use  Committee,  composed  of  a  portion  of  the  Airport  Land  Use 
Commission,  was  formed  to  prepare  the  plan  and  hold  any  public 
hearings  as  required. 

An  interim  plan  was  adopted  February  28,   1973  to  provide  guidance 
to  local   jurisdictions  in  evaluating  development  proposals  within 
airport  impacted  areas.    A  final  plan  will  be  prepared  jointly  with 
the  local   jurisdictions  and  the  commission  will  request  that  the 
incompatible  portions  of  adopted  land  use  plans  be  reviewed  and 
revised  accordingly.     At  this  time  land  use  changes  and  development 
plans  incompatible  with  the  adopted  plan  will  be  reviewed  at  public 
hearings  before  the  ALUC  and  findings  of  fact  transmitted  to  the 
local   jurisdiction.    The  decision  is  binding  unless  overruled  by  a 
4/5  vote  by  the  governing  body  of  the  local  jurisdiction. 


Organizations  and  Individuals: 

7)  The  impact  of  the  required  bay  fill.  The  amount  of  new  fill  is 
neither  discernible  nor  separable  from  previously  granted  fill 
permits. 

8)  The  impact  of  new  replacement  aircraft  on  the  overall  noise  leve 
Conflicting  testimony  was  offered  as  to  whether  noise  emissions 
had  increased  or  decreased  since  quieter  aircraft  have  appeared 
in  significant  numbers. 

9)  The  growth  inducing  impact  of  the  expansion  and  the  resultant 
secondary  impacts  on  land  use,  population  densities,  circulation 
waste  disposal,  and  overconsumpt ion  of  irreplaceable  natural 
resources. 

10)    The  impact  on  public  safety  for  the  surrounding  community  in 
addition  to  that  of  the  air  traveler. 
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DEPARTMENTAL  COMMENTS:     SAN  FRANCISCO  AIRPORT  EXPANSION  EIR 


Department  of  Building  Construction  &  General  Services 


The  comments  of  this  department  will  be  confined  to  airspace  implications  as  they 
affect  County-owned  airports.    The  increased  air  traffic  may  require  changes  in  the 
FAA  directed  San  Francisco  Terminal  Control  Area  which  could  have  an  impact  on  air- 
space of  San  Carlos  and  Half  Moon  Bay  Airports.     We  are  unable  to  evaluate  the  impact 
of  these  runway  lengthenings  from  material  presented  in  the  report. 

Before  we  can  give  our  concurrence  in  this  EIR,  we  request  San  Francisco  Inter- 
national furnish  infoirmation  as  to  the  projected  impact  of  the  improvements  on 
airspace  at  the  San  Carlos  and  Half  Moon  Bay  Airports. 

County  Engineer  S  Road  Commissioner 

We  would  like  to  comment  on  the  traffic  studies  in  the  subject  Environmental  Impact 
Report . 

Our  traffic  engineer  states  that  there  is  insufficient  information  provided  for 
anticipated  1985  peak  hourly  volumes  and  on  the  effect  on  the  increased  traffic  on 
the  adjoining  Bay shore  Freeway. 

Department  of  Parks  &  Recreation 

The  areas  which  concern  us  most  are  noise  and  water  pollution.    The  report  seems  to 
indicate  that  we  can  expect  a  decrease  in  the  noise  pollution  over  Coyote  Point  Park, 
due  to  the  fact  that  the  expansion  provides  for  larger  and  quieter  jets.    They  also 
claim  that  larger  jets  and  capacity  limitation  will  mean  less  area  affected  by  noise. 

Our  only  other  comments  are  that  we  find  no  qualifications  statement  anywhere  in  the 
report  and  there  is  no  mention  of  bay  and  mudflat  pollution  at  the  ends  of  the  runways. 

Public  Health  Engineer 

The  following  comments  and  recommendations  are  presented  which,  for  the  purpose  of 
brevity  and  convenience,  will  be  referred  to  by  the  appropriate  section  and  page 
number,  even  though  these  may  not  follow  the  report's  order  or  chronology. 

Land  and  Bay  Fill 

Having  discussed  landfill  (1-12  and  A-5)  with  Mr.  Duffy,  the  County's  Vector  Control 
Specialist,  it  appears  that  landfill  west  of  Bayshore  will  significantly  reduce  the 
periodic  problem  of  mosquitoes  and  rodents  in  this  area.    Therefore,  some  definite 
advantages  will  result  from  this  aspect  of  expansion. 

In  considering  the  siirvey  results,  it  appears  that  bayfill   (C-3)   is  strongly  opposed 
by  a  considerable  portion  of  the  community.     Perhaps  plans  for  such  action  merit  re- 
planning  of  activities  so  no  bayfill  is  required.     Regardless  of  further  action  or 
replanning,  the  statement  that  "no  significant  impact"   (L2  of  A-5)  will  result  from 
bayfill  is  unsubstantiated.    Approximately  60  acres  of  fill  is  involved.    Those  por- 
tions which  involves  bay  or  mud  flat  fill  will  result  in  the  total  loss  of  benthic 
flora  and  fauna  in  these  areas. 


In  the  section  dealing  with  the  human  and  natural  environment  (Section  2,  2-24)  the 
report  mentions  the  study  "The  effects  of  Aviation  on  Physical  Environmental  and 
Land  Uses  in  the  Bay  Region" .    This  study  describes  the  existing  knowledge  of 
ecological  relationships  between  the  species  in  the  Bay  Region  and  environmental 
change  wrought  by  man.    As  stated  in  the  report,  identification  of  flora  and  fauna 
was  rather  generalized  due  to  the  fact  that  thousands  of  species  are  found  in  the 
Bay  Region.    Obviously,  listing  all  of  these  would  produce  enormous  amounts  of 
extraneous  information  in  terms  of  the  proposed  airport  expansion.  Considering 
the  prospect  of  bayfill,  however,  it  is  essential  in  the  development  of  judgement 
criteria  to  have  quantitative  and  qualitative  data  on  bayfill  areas  relative  to 
species  identification  and  spatial  and  temporal  variability. 


nlh 

3/27/73 


SAN  FRANCISCO  AIRPORT  EXPANSION  EIR 


PLANNING  DEPARTlMENT  COMiMENTS: 

Inasmuch  as  a  great  deal  of  testimony  has  already  been  presented  on  this  mat- 
ter, both  at  public  hearings  and  in  writing,  the  Planning  Department  will  limit 
itself  to  making  comments  on  topics  not  already  presented  for  discussion.  In 
brief,  the  following  aspects  of  this  project  appear  to  have  been  inadequately 
considered: 

1.  The  full  environmental  impacts  of  Projects  L4 

(West  of  Bayshore      Utilities  &  Roads) ,  L5  (Seaplane 
Harbor    Rough  Fill) ,  L6  (Seaplane  Harbor    Roads  & 
Utilities) ,  L15   (Industrial  Waste  Plant)  and 
L23  (Increase  Frontage  Road  to  Four  Lanes) . 

2.  Impacts  on  water  turbidity  and  pollutant  concentration 
at  the  drainage  outfall  point  of  Projects  All  and  A14. 

3.  Effect  of  subterranean  construction  of  terminal  area 
structures  on  the  water  table. 

4.  Implications  of  the  project  with  respect  to  pu^jlic  health 

(noise  impacts) .  ' 

5.  Vibration  impacts  from  air  traffic  over  urban  areas. 

6.  Aesthetic  impact  upon  users  of  the  Bay  as  S^'ifecfeational 

asset  and  a  unique  interest  area. 

7.  Construction  impacts  on  a  project-by-project  basis. 

8.  Impact  on  Bay  in  vicinity  of  runways  from  increased  air 

turbulance  resulting  from  use  of  larger  jets.  ■ 

It  is  also  felt  that  the  project  alternatives  of  (1)  design  changes  and 
(2)  operational  limitations  have  not  been  thoroughly  analyzed.  Furthermore, 
the  topic  of  "The  relationship  between  local  short-term  uses  of  man's  environ- 
ment and  the  maintenance  and  enhancement  of  long-term  productivity"  appears  . 
to  be  quite  weak. 

With  respect  to  the  reference  to  separate  EIR's  for  the  Seaplane  Harbor  Fill- 
ing, attention  should  be  paid  to  the  mandate  included  in  the  State's  CEQA 
Guidelines,  Section  15069,  which  require  that  multiple  or  phased  projects  be 
covered  by  one  EIR. 
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Henry  Bostwick,  Jr. 

Executive  Vice  President/General  Manager 

San  Mateo  County  Development  Association*  Inc. 

STATEMENT  TO: 

San  Francisco  Airports  Corrmission 
City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 
Tuesday,  March  6,  1973 

HEARING:    ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  REPORT  -  San  Francisco  International  Airport  Expansion 
GENTLEMEN: 

MY  NAME  IS  HENRY  BOSTl>IICK»  JR.,  EXECUTIVE  VICE  PRESIDENT  AND  GENERAL  MANAGER  OF  THE 
SAN  MATEO  COUNTY  DEVELOPMENT  ASSOCIATION,  INC.,  A  PRIVATE,  NON-PROFIT  ORGANIZATION  MADE 
UP  OF  BAY  AREA  AND  SAN  r^TEO  COUNTY  BUSINESS,  INDUSTRIAL  AND  LABOR  LEADERS,  IN  ITS  19th 
YEAR  AS  A  LEADING  INDUSTRIAL/ECONOMIC  DEVELOPMENT  FACTOR  IN  THE  SAN  FRANCISCO  BAY  AREA 
AS  WELL  AS  THE  STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA. 

I       APPEARING  BEFORE  YOU  TODAY  TO  EXPRESS  TO  YOU  A  FACT  YOU  GENTLEMEN  ARE  INDEED 
Al'JARE  OF,  THE  IMPORTANCE  OF  THE  SAN  FRANCISCO  AIRPORT  TO  THE  TOTAL  ECONOMY  OF  THE  BAY 
AREA. 

AS  YOU  KNOW,  THIS  AIRPORT  IS  THE  SINGLE  MOST  IMPORTANT  INDUSTRY  IN  SAN  MATEO  COUNTY, 
PROVIDING  THE  LARGEST  EMPLOYMENT  BASE  IN  THE  COUNTY  AND  SINCE  ITS  INCEPTION  HAS  PLAYED 
A  MAJOR  ROLE  IN  THE  SOUND,  ORDERLY  GROWTH  PATTERN  OF  THE  AREA.    WITHOUT  IT  THERE  WOULD 
BE  NO  INDUSTRIAL  PARKS  IN  THE  AREA,  WITHOUT  IT  THERE  WOULD  BE  NO  MAJOR  RETAIL  CENTERS, 
WITHOUT  IT  THERE  WOULD  BE  REDUCED  FINAfJCING  FOR  OUR  SCHOOLS,  FEWER  FACILITIES  THAT  HAVE 
mD£  A  CONTRIBUTION  TO  THE  TOTAL  ENVIRONMENT  OF  THE  AREA. 

THE  MOST  VITAL  PART  OF  THE  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  REPORT  BEFORE  YOU  TODAY  IS  CONTAINEE 
ON  PAGE  2-50  TO  PAGE  2-56.    THIS  CAREFULLY  COMBINES  AN  ECONOMIC  REPORT  ON  THIS  PROJECT 
WITH  THE  ENVIRONMENTAL  CONSIDERATIONS,  EXTREMELY  IMPORTANT  IF  THE  TOTAL  SOCIO-ECONOMIC 
BENEFITS  ARE  BEING  WEIGHED. 

THE  GOAL  OF  ANY  SOUND  INDUSTRIAL  DEVELOPMENT  PROGRAM,  PARTICULARLY  THE  ONE  WITHIN 
THIS  DEVELOPMENT  ASSOCIATION,  IS  TO  ENHANCE  THE  QUALITY  OF  LIFE  FOR  ALL  PEOPLE  BY  THE 
GENERATION  OF  PRODUCTIVE  EMPLOYMENT  OPPORTUNITIES,  BY  THE  GENER/JION  OF  PRIVATE  AND 
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PUBLIC  REVENUES  AND  BY  THE  RECOGNITION  OF  TECHNOLOGICAL  INNOVATIONS  AS  THEY  PERTAIN  TO 
THE  ECONOMIC  STRUCTURE  OF  THE  COMMUNITY. 

THIS  IS  WHAT  THIS  EXPANSION  PROGRAM  AT  THE  AIRPORT  IS  ALL  ABOUT. 

THIS  PROJECT,  AS  PRESENTED,  PLACES  INTO  FOCUS  SOUND,  COMPREHENSIVE  PLANNING. WHICH 
IS  THE  KEY  TO  SOCIO-ENVIRONMENTAL  CONCEPTS  IN  TODAY'S  SOCIETY. 

THIS  REPORT  ADVISEDLY  POINTS  TO  THE  POTENTIAL  GROWTH  THAT  CAN  BE  EXPECTED  AT  THE 
AIRPORT  BETWEEN  NOW  AND  1985. 

I  AM  CONFIDENT  THAT  MEMBERS  OF  THIS  COMMISSION  KNOW  THAT  WE  IN  THIS  GREAT  BAY  AREA, 
AS  THOSE  IN  PREVIOUS  GENERATIONS,  CAN  ACCEPT  GROWTH.    WE  CAN  PREPARE  FOR  IT.    WE  CAN 
PLAN  FOR  IT    —    AND  AS  THIS  PROPOSED  PROGRAM  SO  ADEQUATELY  POINTS  OUT,  WE  CAN  BUILD 
FOR  IT. 

THIS  EXPANSION  AT  THE  AIRPORT  IS  ONE  WAY  OF  PROVIDING  FACILITIES,  PAID  FOR  AS  A 
DIRECT  RESULT  OF  A  STRONG  ECONOMY,  THAT  WILL  ENHANCE  THE  TOTAL  ENVIRONMENT,  AND  MORE 
DIRECTLY,  THE  HUM;\N  ENVIRONMENT,  A  GOAL  WHICH  IS  HIGHLY  DESIRABLE  TO  EVERYONE. 

IT  IS  EXTREMELY  DIFFICULT  FOR  ALL  BOARDS,  COMMISSIONS  AND  AGENCIES  TODAY  TO  WITH- 
STAND THOSE,  WHO  IN  THEIR  ZEALOUS  EFFORT  TO  PRESUMABLY  PROTECT  OUR  NATURAL  ENVIRONMENT, 
FAIL  TO  REALIZE  THE  IMPORTANCE  OF  SOUND  ECONOMIC  GROWTH  AND  THE  IMPORTANCE  OF  JOBS  IN 
THE  COMMUNITY. 

THE  TIME  HAS  ARRIVED  WHEN  THE  DANGERS  OF  THE  "NO  GROWTH"  PHILOSOPHY  BE  THOROUGHLY 
UNDERSTOOD  AND  WHEN  RESPONSIBLE  PEOPLE  UNDERSTAND  THE  MOTIVES  BEHIND  THOSE  WHO  VOCALLY, 
AND  SOMEWHAT  EFFECTIVELY,  CONTINUE  TO  HAMMER  AWAY  AT  OUR  SOCIAL  AND  ECONOMIC  STRUCTURE. 

MUCH  OF  THE  BASIC  ACTIVITY  BEHIND  ALL  OF  THIS  STEMS  FROM  THE  INABILITY  ON  THE  PART 
OF  SOME  PEOPLE  TO  ACCEPT  CHANGE  AND  TO  INTELLIGENTLY  PREPARE  FOR  BALANCED  CHANGE  — 
WHICH  IS  INEVITABLE  IN  ANY  COMMUNITY  UNLESS  IT  WISH  TO  DIE  AND  WITHER  AWAY. 

THESE  SAME  PEOPLE  FIND  IT  DIFFICULT  TO  UNDERSTAND  THAT  THE  THREAT  TO  OUR  ENVIRON- 
MENT DOES  NOT  COME  FROM  MORE  PEOPLE  —  THEY  APPARENTLY  CANNOT  ACCEPT  THE  FACT  THAT 
MORE  PEOPLE  NEED  MORE  FACILITIES  AND  THE  ONLY  WAY  THESE  FACILITIES  CAN  BE  PROVIDED  IS 
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THROUGH  A  VIABLE.  FLEXIBLE,  STRONG  ECONOMY. 

WE  CAN  NO  LONGER  BE  HAMPERED  BY  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOOM-PEDDLERS  AND  "NO  GROWTH" 
PROPONENTS  WHO,  IN  THE  NAME  OF  ECOLOGY  OR  CONSERVATION  PRESSURE  LOCAL.  STATE  AND 
FEDERAL  LEGISLATIVE  BODIES  TO  ADOPT  RESTRICTIVE  LAWS  AND  REGULATIONS  DANGEROUS,  NOT 
ONLY  TO  THE  INSTITUTIONS  THEY  APPARENTLY  SEEK  TO  DESTROY,  BUT  TO  THE  CONSUMER  WHOM 
THEY  ARE  PRESUMABLY  ANXIOUS  TO  PROTECT. 

WE  CAN  SUCCESSFULLY  COPE  WITH  THE  PROBLEMS  OF  CHANGE  ONLY  BY  ACCEPTING  THE  FACT 
THAT  WITH  GROWTH,  WE  CAN  SUSTAIN  THE  QUALITY  OF  LIFE  WHICH  WE  ALL  DESIRE.    WE  MUST 
FACE  REALITY.    WE  MUST  NOT  SPEND  OUR  ENERGIES  ON  COMPLAINT  AND  OTHER  NEGATIVE  ACTIONS, 
AND  WATCH,  IN  DISMAY,  AS  THE  QUALITY  OF  LIFE  DISAPPEARS    —   AS  MEN  LEAVE  THE  AREA 
FOR  LACK  OF  A  FAIR  JOB  OPPORTUNITY  TO  SUPPORT  THEMSELVES  AND  THEIR  FAMILIES    —  AS 
WE  BECOME  INCREASINGLY  UNABLE  TO  PROVIDE  NECESSARY  PUBLIC  FACILITIES  AND  SERVICES  BE- 
CAUSE OF  A  DWINDLING  TAX  BASE. 

THE  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  REPORT.  AS  WELL  AS  THE  ENTIRE  PROPOSED  EXPANSION  PROJECT, 
EMBRACES  INTELLIGENT,  ENCOMPASSING  PROGRAf-IMING,  DESTINED  TO  PROVIDE  THE  GREATEST  GOOD 
FOR  THE  GREATEST  NUMBER  OF  PEOPLE  IN  THE  SAN  FRTtNCISCO  BAY  AREA. 

THE  REPORT  DESERVES  YOUR  CONSIDERATION  AND  ADOPTION. 


END 


II 

I" 


1 

i 

1) 


( 


SAN  MATEO  COUNTY 
CITY  HALL-  SOI  PRIMROSE  ROAD 
BURLINGAME,  CALIFORNIA  940I0 


TEL:(-4I5)  342-6931 


March  23,  1973 

Honorable  San  V[ateo  County  Planning  Commission 
San  Mateo  County,  California 

Gentlemen: 

The  Environmental  Impact  Report,  San  Francisco  Airport 
Expansion  does  not  provide  enough  information  about  the 
significant  effects  upon  the  City  of  Burlingama  that  will 
result  from  this  project. 

At  their  regular  meeting  Monday,  March  19,  1973,  the 
Burlingame  City  Council  directed  that  a  letter  of  protest 
be  filed  for  consideration  at  the  public  hearing  scheduled 
for  March  28,  1973  because  this  EIR  doesn't  reflect  the 
expanded  noise  impact  on  Burlingame. 

Burlingame  is  contiguous  with  City  and  County  of 
San  Francisco  airport  property.     Probable  impact  of  the 
project  on  the  people  living  and  working  in  Burlingame 
needs  more  specific  description,  both  quantitatively  and 
qualitatively: 

1.  New  takeoff  flight  patterns  will  bring  adverse 
noise  impact  to  residential  areas  in  Burlingame. 

2.  There  will  be  a  considerable  increase  in 
vehicular  traffic  on  the  local  streets  in 
Burlingame . 

V/e  want  to  know  how  much  impact  there  will  be  from 
aircraft  noise  and  from  vehicle  trips  to  or  from  the  airport 
through  Burlingame.     Extension  of  runway  IL  extends  noise 
impact  closer  to  Burlingame  places  where  people  live  and  work. 
There  will  be  adverse  impact  from  jet  engine  runup  and 
aircraft  takeoff. 

The  measure  of  noise  impact  is  being  averaged.  Short, 
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loud,   intense  noise  is  technologically  spread  out  over 
time.     Noise  affects  people  in  the  moment;  it  is  not  spread 
over  minutes  of  time.     Human  resentment  and  resistance  are 
instantaneous  responses  to  adverse  aircraft  noise. 

Additional  traffic  on  local  streets  is  our  other  concern 
Bayshore  Freeway  is  already  near  capacity.     The  three 
interchanges,  Mlllbrae  Avenue,  Broadvjay  and  Peninsula  already 
need  upgrading.     Southbound  traffic  from  the  airport  also 
uses  Bayshore  Highway,  Rollins  Road,  El  Camino  Real  and 
Route  280.     Trousdale  Drive  and  Mlllbrae  Avenue  are  used  to 
reach  freeway  Route  280.    We  need  a  comprehensive  traffic 
study  to  determine  the  local  impact  that  will  result  from 
the  proposed  San  Francisco  Airport  Expansion. 

Airport  related  traffic  includes  vehicles  serving 
the  following: 

1.  Four  establishments  with  a  total  of  886  rooms, 
all  located  on  Bayshore  Highway.     Three  operate 
9  shuttle  vans  to  serve  airport  patrons. 

2.  Ten  car  rental  agencies,  with  nine  located  on 
Bayshore  Highway. 

3.  Three  flight  kitchens  with  numerous  service  trucks. 

4.  An  airport  park  and  fly  facility  with  10  shuttle 
vans .     They  operate  every  15  minutes . 

5.  A  Sheraton  Inn  Hotel  with  316  rooms  to  be  constructed 
soon  near  the  Broadway  interchange. 

6.  Very  possible  expansion  and  addition  of  hotel  rooms 
to  serve  air  travelers. 

Your  consideration  in  requiring  the  information  and 
your  consideration  of  the  same  will  be  greatly  appreciated. 

Very  truly  yours, 

( 

Charles  F.'^Schwalm 
CFSrmm  City  Manager 
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HOTELS  AND  iMQTELS 
NAME  LOCATION  NO.  VANS  NO.  ROOMS 


AIRPORT  MARINA 

L380 

Bayshore 

Blvd.       3  (24  hrs) 

340 

HYATT  HOUSE 

1333 

Bayshore 

3  (24  hrs) 

304 

RAMADA  HOTEL 

1250 

Bayshore 

3  (24  hrs) 

154 

VAGABOND  MOTOR 

L640 

Bayshore 

In  cooperation 
V7  ith  Anza  Pac  . 

88 

SHERATON  316 


J)  FOSTER  CITY  BLVD. 
ST  OFFICE  BOX  41 50 
STER  CITY.  CALIF.  94404 
(  5)  349-1200 


V  .LIAM  E.  WALKER 

HiAMESDUFFELMEYER 

MRKS.  REEVE 
MARILYN  YIM 
P.JL  A.  NELSON 


March  28,  1973 


Mr.  Tom  Bertken,  Deputy.  Director 
T)evelopment ,  Planning  &  Construction 
Airport  .Commission 

San  Francisco  International  Airport 
San  Francisco,  California  94128 


Dear  Mr.  Bertken: 


The  City  of  Foster  City  is  not  solely  a  municipality 
in  the  ordinary  sense.     The  City  Government  is  inter- 
woven with  the  Estero  Municipal  Improvement  District 
in  the  reclamation  and  improvement  of  land  in  such 
a  way  that  the  economics  of  the  payment  of  municipal 
bonds  is  a  critical  factor  in  planning  for  the  future 
survival  of  the  community. 

The  Estero  Municipal  Improvement  District  carries 
a  local  bonded  indebtedness  of  $157,000,000  (total 
principal  and  interest)   in  addition  to  all  City, 
County  and  State  obligations .     In  addition  to  Estero 
Bonds,   an  additional  bond  balance  of  $2,536,474 
(principal)   in  school,  hospital  and  county  bonds  is 
attributable  to  Foster  City  residents.     The  General 
Plan  carefully  programs  and  weighs  the  factors  of 
development  of  the  City  with  these  financial  factors. 
Obviously,  interference  with  planned  development 
would  be  crucial  to  the  City. 

The  amended  General  Plan  for  Foster  City  was  approved  by 
the  County,  substantially  in  its  present  form,  in  1966, 
with  a  predicted  population  of  approximately  36,000. 
Full  development  is  anticipated  around  1980.  The 
reclamation,  improvement  and  development  of  Neighbor- 
hoods 5,6,7  and  8A  are  based  on  $13,511,000  in  bonds 
sold  in  1972,  pursuant  to  the  revised  1967  financial 
plan.     All  bonds  are  general  obligation  and  provide  for 
tax  levies  on  all,     in  event  of  defaults.  These 
improvements  would  account  for  the  ability  to  provide 
homes  for  an  estimated  11,410  people.     As  indicated, 
the  debt  has  been  incurred  and  the  work  is  proceeding. 
It  should  be  made  clear  at  this  time ,  that  no  new 
land  is  being  reclaimed  by  this  program.     The  dike 
system  has  long  been  established,   the  land  is  awaiting 
only  the  final  preparation,  grading,  streets,  utilities, 
etc. 


The  review  of  the  Foster  City  Airport  Land  Use  Committee 
and  critiquing  by  the  Foster  City  Noise  Abatement  Committee 
member.  Colonel  John  Regan,   and  the  Mayor  of  the  City, 
would  like  to  bring  to  your  attention,   areas  which  we 
feel  were  not  addressed  in  the  Environmental  Impact 
Statement.     We  feel  that  if  these  areas  are  not  addressed 
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and  not  spoken  to,  and  responsibilities  not  placed  at  the 
proper  level  of  government  and  departments  which  service 
the  community  at  large,  such  as  the  Division  of  Highways, 
County  Board  of  Supervisors,   Departments  of  Public  Works 
of  the  State  of  California,  Corps  of  Engineers,   and  surround- 
ing local  cities,   that  may  be  effected  by  expansion  of  the 
San  Francisco  International  Airport,  could  have  tremendous 
down-grading  of  property  values  as  well  as  a  serious  impact 
upon  the  people  living  in  those  areas. 

In  your  report,  you  addressed  the  reduction  of  take-offs 

and  landings  because  of  larger  aircraft  with  greater  carrying 

passenger  capacity.     We  believe  there  is  an  absence  in 

your  report,  of  the  increase  of  flights  and  services  of 

cargo  liners,  which  surely  will  happen,  when  the  Coast  Guard  Sea 

Basin  is  completed  as  an  air  freight  terminal,  which  we  have 

been  told  will  increase  9-fold  over  present  day  flights. 

We  believe  the  air  freight  increase  will  have  tremendous  impact 
upon  the  101  Freeway  and  Highway  280  due  to  the  increase  of 
heavy  commercial  vehicles  to  and  from  San  Francisco  International 
Airport  air  freight  terminal. 

Our  Planning  Director,  Mr.   Jack  Rogoway,   also  speaks  to  these 
areas  as  a  professional  planner  with  the  following  comments: 

The  apparent  philosophy  advocated  in  the  Regional  Airport 
Systems  Study  is  to  continue  to  upgrade  San  Francisco 
International  Airport   (SFO)   as  the  main  airport  for  the 
Bay  Area  while  both  the  majority  of  people  in  the  Bay  Area 
appear  to  favor  the  dispersion  of  air  terminal  service.  The 
transportation  system  also  would  more  adequately  support  a 
dispersed  system.     Although  the  modifications  to  the  SFO 
terminal  and  runway  system  would  obviously  improve  that 
facility,   it  would  seem  that  the  monies  allocated  for  this 
use  could  best  be  spent,   in  the  broad  sense,  in  improving  a 
regional  airport  system  rather  than  creating  a  strong  central 
terminal. 

1.     Access  to  SFO  -  Although  ground  access  to  SFO  from  San 
Francisco  is  acceptable  in  view  of  both  the  highway  system 
and  proposed  BART  extensions,   service  to  the  south  and  east 
is  not  at  all  acceptable,  and  it  does  not  appear  that  the 
system  will  substantially  improve  in  the  near  future.  The 
extension  of  the  BART  System  through  San  Mateo  County  is  highly 
questionable  and  no  link  with  the  East  Bay  Communities,  other 
than  bus    (indicating  transfer  with  baggage)   is  even  proposed 
over  the  San  Mateo-Hayward  Bridge.     In  order  to  ride  BART  to 
SFO,  people  from  the  Hayward  area  would  have  to  go  through 
San  Francisco  City.     No  acceptable  transit  system  is  available 
from  San  Jose.     In  addition  to  tl:\is  factor,  BART,   the  only 
regional  transit  system  accessing  SFO  other  than  Yellow  Cab, 
is  not  designed  or  equipped  to  handle  any  but  a  minimum  amount 
of  hand  luggage.     The  inconvenience  alone  would  force  the  use 
of  private  automobiles.     The  factors  would  all  strengthen  the 
need  for  a  regional  system  of  dispersed  services. 
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2.  Negative  Impact  Factors  -  The  report  sites  several 
"positive  impacts"  of  the  airport  expansion  which  are 
actually  negative  factors.     For  instance  they  indicate 
that  although  automobiles  increase,  air  pollutants  "should 
be  less  in  1985".     This  "Decrease"  in  pollutants  is,  in 

no  way,  under  the  control  of  the  airport.     Federal  stan- 
dards for  1975  have  been  met  by  only  one  automobile, 
the  Mazda,  all  major  companies  have  either  requested  waiver 
or  extention  of  these  standards.     Under  the  circumstances, 
more  people  means  more  cars,   and  only  that,  certainly 
not  less  pollution. 

The  report  also  indicates  that  increasing  the  annual 
passenger  capacity  to  31  million  will  "decrease"  the  number 
of  take-offs  and  landings,   reduce  noise  and  pollution,  but 
these  factprs  also  are  not  regulated  by  the  reporting  agency. 
The  actual  fact  is  that  the  modifications  will  increase  the 
airports  ability  to  handle  additional  aircraft.  Aircraft 
engine  modification  requirements  are  regulated  by  the  Federal 
Government  and  the  use  of  smaller  aircraft  on  a  broadened 
schedule  may  much  better  serve  the  public  than  fewer 
"Jumbo"  passenger  aircraft.     Effect  and  mitigation  are  two 
different  things  and  should  be  treated  as  such. 

3.  Effects  upon  Foster  City  -  Foster  City  is  probably  the 
community  most  greatly  affected  by  noise  due  to  aircraft 
operations  from  SFO.     Since  take-offs  through  the  "gap" 
have  been  greatly  reduced,  Foster  City,  with  in  excess  of 
90%  of  the  landing  operations  overhead,   should  be  a  prime 
factor  in  noise  reduction  considerations.     The  fact  that  jet 
engines  are  being  modified  does  not  relieve  the  airport 

or  airlines  from  employing  their  own  noise  reduction  techni- 
ques to  maximize  future  compatibility.     The  addition  to  runway 
28R,  by  moving  aircraft  toward  the  center  of  the  bay  could 
be  treated  as  a  method  of  moving  out  over  the  water.  Runway 
28L  is  used  as  the  center  line  for  both  the  1970  and  1985 
NEF  contours.     An  effort  should  be  made  to  emphasize  the  uSe 
of  runway  28R. 

Certainly  the  use  of  the  new,   larger  jets  favors  the  use  of 
a  single  terminal  as  a  regional  facility  rather  than  dis- 
persing terminals,  however  the  land  transportation  system  is 
grossly  inadequate  to  handle  this  treatment.     Merely  increas- 
ing the  private  automobile  facilities  in  the  terminal  area 
is  a  very  inadequate  solution  to  the  problem.     Even  with 
emission  reduction  standards,   the  private  automobile  must  be 
deemphasized  as  the  major  means  of  transportation.  The 
traffic  generator  must  bear  at  least  a  portion  of  the  cost  of 
providing  the  missing  links  to  a  system  which  is  necessary  to 
support  that  generator.     The  people  of  San  Mateo  County  will 
be  shortly  asked  to  support  a  BART  link  to  the  south.  The 
justification  of  taking  San  Jose  people  to  SFO   (a  San  Francisco 
airport)  would  not  be  a  popular  cause  for  public  expenditure 
where  a  local  transit  system  is  so  badly  needed. 
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Our  Chief  Building  Official,  Mr.   Richard  Shaw  has  also  included 
his  comments  in  our  report,   for  your  review: 

The  subject  Environmental  Impact  Report  generally  addresses 
issues  not  specifically  related  to  construction  activities 
as  they  will  be  at  completion  of  the  expansion  project  (1985). 
The  impacts  during  the  interim  period  are  not  considered,  though 
accumulatively  could  be  considerable  and  highly  undesirable. 
The  timeleness  of  certain  improvements  that  will  ultimately 
protect  the  environment  has  a  decided  effect  upon  impact  during 
this  interim  period,   and  is  not  discussed  within  the  report. 

The  following  points  of  concern  have  been  discovered  upon  my 
review  of  the  subject  Environmental  Impact  Report: 

1.     Traffic  congestion,   air  pollution  levels  and 
accessibility  of  the  airport  facilities  rely 
upon  extension  of  BART  to  the  facility,  Bayshore 
Freeway  remodeling,  completion  of  380  Freeway,  and 
improvement  of  several  surface  streets  serving  and 
adjacent  to  the  airport. 

The  environmental  impact  of  these  improvements  is 
not  discussed  within  this  report.     The  C.E.Q.A.  would 
require  environmental  studies  for  each  of  these  pro- 
jects, which  individually  considered  many  result  in  a  significant 
or  insignificant  impact.     To  totally  assess  the 
environmental  impact  of  the  proposed  airport  expansion, 
and  its  cumulative  effect,   it  would  be  desirable  that 
these  projects  should  be  included  within  this  report. 

The  report  does  not  consider  the  timeliness  of  these 
access  improvement,  interim  measures  or  alternative 
access  considerations. 

Possible  impacts  upon  Foster  City  in  the  event  of 
inappropriate  action  in  this  matter  could  include: 

A.  Prolonged  travel  time  in  surface  communication 
between  Foster  City  and  the  airport  facilities, 
its  neighboring  communities  and  points  north  of 
the  airport  due  to  traffic  congestion  on  the 
freeways,   surface  streets  and  service  roads. 
(Air  Pollution  Control  District) 

B.  A. P. C. D. /will  deny  permits  for  installation,  operation 
or  modification  of  certain  facilities  if  it  can  be 
shown  that  the  facility  is  to  be  located  in  an  area 
where  air  pollution  already  exceeds  levels  set  by 
State' and  Federal  governments,  even  though  the 
emissions  from  the  instaj-lation  meet  the  District 
standards . 
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Air  pollution  generated  at  the  airport  influences 
air  quality  at  Foster  City  which  is  down-wind  of 
the  facility.     Since  A.  P.  CD.   approval  of  resale, 
enlargement  or  new  construction  is  based  upon  air 
quality,   it  could  be  expected  that  certain  commercial, 
industrial  and  residential  uses  could  be  prohibited 
from  construction  or  operation  in  Foster  City  due  to 
levels  generated  at  the  airport. 

C.     Extension  of  BART  and  the  street  and  highway  improve- 
ments could  result  in  an  additional  financial  burden 
on  Foster  City  residents,  developers  and  consumers 
with  little  or  no  benefit  derived. 


2.  The  "Noise  Exposure  Forecast"  in  the  report  calls  for  an 
ultimate  reduction  of  noise  levels  resulting  in  shrinkage 
of  NEF  contours  under  flight  paths  and  adjacent  to  the 
airport.     This  conclusion  is  based  on  the  cumulative 
effects  of: 

A.  Total  operations  are  deemed  to  be  restricted  to  310,000 
annually  due  to  greater  spacing  requirements  dictated 
by  turbulence  accompanying  operation  of  larger  aircraft. 

B.  Future  aircraft  will  be  quieter. 

The  ultimate  reduction  in  anticipated  noise  levels  does 
not  necessarily  imply  that  Foster  City  will  experience 
a  reduction  of  present  levels.     The  NEF  contours  as 
presently  shown  are  calculated  forecasts  based  upon 
ultimate  airport  use,  and  Foster  City  is  not  now  ex- 
periencing those  noise  levels. 

The  report  does  not  consider  available  alternatives 
to  reduce  the  environmental  impact  due  to  noise  such 
as  changing  take-off  and  approach  patterns  and  climb/ 
glide  slopes. 

3.  The  report  does  not  address  itself  to  the  safety  of  aircraft 
operations  approaching  or  departing  the  airport.  Failure 

of  aircraft  or  pilot  error  resulting  in  catastrophic  personal 
and  property  damage  losses  is  an  ultimate  probability  when 
aircraft  operations  occur  over  populated  or  used  areas. 
Recent  losses  in  Sacramento  and  Alameda  are  examples  of 
this  type  of  damages. 

Foster  City  with  its  proximity  to  such  an  approach/departure 
pattern  is  involved  in  this  environmental  impact.     It  seems 
logical  that  resource  guidelines  require  consideration  of 
this  element,  the  obvious  necessity  is  apparent. 


From  the  Noise  Abatement  Committee,   submitted  by  member 
Colonel  John  Regan,  we  have  the  following  comments: 

The  economics  of  the  airlines  and  noise  abatement  procedures 
are  incompatible.     The  competition  for  the  consumer  dollar 
is  intense.     Every  means  to  economize  is  used.     One  means 
to  cut  expenses  is  to  limit  aircraft  operating  time  on  the 
ground  and  in  the  air.     It  is  axiomatice  that  less  aircraft 
time,   less  cost  -  particularly  in  jet  aircraft  with  their  high 
fuel  consumption.     The  airlines  in  their  flight  operations 
cut  this  operating  time  by  various  means  with  little  or  no 
regard  for  noise  abatement  procedures  -  use  closest  runway 
for  takeoff  or,  the  runway  whoese  takeoff  direction  is  closest 
to  the  enroute  course  for  the  aircraft;   turn  after  takeoff 
to  the  nearest  enroute  course  or  to  intercept  such  and,  land 
aircraft  by  the  shortest  and  most  rapid  means.     In  so  doing 
people  on  the  ground  and  aircraft  noise  are  given  little 
consideration. 

Economy  dictates  the  action.     Such  actions  are  unquestioned 
by  Federal  Aviation  Administration  operators  when  feasible 
and  safe  and  though  not  orally  condoned  by  airport  operators 
is  understood  and  not  questioned. 

The  foregoing  is  generally  true  only  under  good  flying 
weather   (VFR) ,  yet  instances  of  short-cuts  have  been  noted 
under  instrument  flight  conditions.     There  are  also  times 
that  wind  conditions  and  other  factors  dictate  the  use  of 
a  specific  runway  for  takeoff  -  yet  again  instances  have 
been  noted  of  aircraft  taking  off  on  runways  not  in  use  by 
the  majority.     The  F.A.A.  will  argue  that  the  overall  air 
traffic  in  the  area  dictates  use  of  runways,  departures  and 
arrivals  and  that  deviations  are  allowed  to  expedite  traffic 
flow.     If  all  aircraft  used  approved  Standard  Terminal  Arrival 
Routes    (STARS)    and  Standard  Instrument  Departures    (SIDS)  no 
air  traffic  problem  should  exist.     Often  deviations  approved 
and  patterns  chosen  by  pilots  under  Visual  Flight  Rules  (VFR) 
take  aircraft  over  built-up  residential  areas. 

Many  examples  of  procedures  used  at  San  Francisco  International 
Airport  can  be  given  that  indicate  that  economy  of  operations 
is  foremost  consideration  of  the  airlines,   e.g.,  aircraft 
taking  off  and  landing  at  the  San  Francisco  International  Airport 
should  not,  with  noise  as  a  factor,   fly  over  the  built-up  areas 
of  San  Mateo,  Hillsborough  and  other  nearby  communities.  The 
Jeppesen  approved  STAR  and  SID  procedures,   if  followed,  would 
preclude  such  flight  with  one  exception  -  one  departure  route 
puts  aircraft  over  these  communities  at  a  relatively  high 
altitude.     Often  aircraft  departing  San  Francisco  International 
Airport  to  the  southeast  with  destination  in  a  northerly 
direction  are  allowed  to  turn  before  their  first  SID  check 
point;   this  takes  them  over  the  built-up  areas  near  the 
airport  at  a  relatively  low  altitude  in  a  climb  configuration. 
Also  aircraft  landing  to  the  northwest  at  San  Francisco  In- 
ternational Airport  often  make  approaches  to  land  that  take  them 
over  these  built-up  areas  without  regard  to  the  STAR  procedures 
and  people  on  the  ground.     It  is  recognized  that  this  is  at 
pilot's  option  and  is  done  when  visual  flight  rules  are  being 
followed  and  traffic  allows. 
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Recommendation  t 

1.  That  the  facts  be  recognized  and  considered  in  discussion 
of  aircraft  and  airport  noise  problems, 

2.  That  arrival  and  departure  routes  at  airports  as  approved 
in  the  Jeppeson  Flight  Manual  for  instrument  flight  con- 
ditions be  made  mandatory  for  all  flights  to  and  from  the 
airport  regardless  of  weather  conditions.     This  should  be 
publicized  so  that  people  on  the  ground  who  will  be  most 
affected  by  the  standardized  procedures  will  know  what 

to  expect.     (Better  a  few  than  many) . 

3.  Adherence  to  such  a  procedure  may  add  to  the  cost  of 
airline  operations.     In  time,  consideration  should  be 
given  to  some  means  to  defray  this  cost,  e.g.,  small 
additional  charge  to  passengers  or  shippers  of  air  cargo. 

It  is  my  personal  opinion  that  your  present  report  addresses 
only  some  aspects  of  the  completion  and  expansion,   as  the  modi- 
fication force,  of  San  Francisco  International  Airport.     I  believe 
the  report  does  not  presently  comply  with  the  State  and  Federal 
laws.     I  should  address  the  concerns  that  we  have  expressed 
and  concerns  of  other  cities,  such  as  Pacifica,  Burlingame, 
Millbrae  and  San  Bruno  and  the  Airport  Land  Use  Commission  spoke 
to  in  the  County  of  San  Mateo. 

I  believe  that  to  allow  your  report  to  stand  without  amendment 
and  further  hearings  may  test  the  courage  of  the  political 
sector  of  the  communities  involved  and  bring  delay  to  your 
project.     We  prefer  to  cooperate  with  the  Airport  and  in  return 
receive  your  cooperation  ~  if  given  the  choice. 

Please  advise  if  you  have  any  questions. 


William  E.  Walker 
Mayor 


WEW/py 


e:.  g?-  o-  o. 
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STATEMENT  ON  SAN  FRANCISCO  INTERNATIONAL 


AIRPORT  EXPANSION 


The  environmental  Quality  Coordinating  Council  of  San  Mateo  County  views  with 
considerable  concern  the  plans  for  a  major  expansion  of  San  Francisco  Interna- 
tional Airport.    The  doubling  in  passenger  capacity  and  tripling  of  cargo  capacity 
of  the  County's  largest  employer  and  taxpayer  cannot  but  have  an  immense  im- 
pact on  both  the  economy  and  the  environment  of  San  Mateo  County.  Decisions 
on  Airport  expansion  could  affect  the  quality  of  life  in  the  County  for  the  next  50 
years. 

The  evaluate  these  impacts,  the  EQCC  held  a  public  meeting  at  which  the  Airport 
expansion  program  and  Environmental  Impact  Report  were  presented  and  discussed. 
The  Executive  Committee  solicited  additional  comments  from  organizations  repre- 
sented on  the  Executive  Committee  and  those  present  at  the  meeting.    We  have 
summarized  the  responses  together  with  pertinent  information  on  public  attitudes 
and  concerns  from  the  EQCC  Report  on  the  State  of  the  Environment  published  last 
fall.    We  hope  this  will  help  give  you  a  feel  for  some  of  the  concerns  and  questions 
the  public  has  about  this  project.    Selected  communications  from  organizations 
and  individuals  are  appended  for  review  by  your  staff. 

The  views  EQCC  heard  covered  a  wide  range  from  unqualified  support  from  sectors 
of  the  business  and  labor  communities  to  outright  hostility  from  many  conservation- 
ists.   Two  areas  of  concern  dominated  the  input  EQCC  received.    First,  there  is  a 
deep  sense  of  frustration  at  the  way  the  Airport  expansion  is  being  handled  without  * 
time  for  the  public  to  understand  the  complex  issues,  and  with  almost  no  local  con- 
trol over  a  massive  project  whose  primary  impacts  will  be  on  local  communities 
in  this  county.    Second,  there  are  still  large  numbers  of  unanswered  questions  on 
specific  impacts  of  Airport  expansion  -  on  growth,  on  the  transportation  network, 
on  air  and  noise  pollution,  on  the  Bay,  on  dwindling  resources. 

The  EQCC  has  consistently  supported  the  legal  requirements  that  environmental 
impact  be  fully  evaluated  prior  to  major  decisions.    We  hope  that  the  responsible 
governing  bodies  will  make  serious  efforts  to  find  answers  to  the  questions  and.  solu- 
tions to  the  problems  before  the  project  proceeds  irreversibly. 

Procedures:    We  have  encountered  a  sense  of  futility  because  people  feel  the  deci- 
sion  on  the  Airport  expansion  has  already  been  made  and  because  San  Mateo  County 
and  neighboring  communities  appear  to  have  so  little  say  in  what  happens. 
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Is  this  really  the  last  hearing  in  San  Mateo  County? 

What  authority  have  the  county  and  the  Airport  L,and  Use  Commission  over 
the  decision  to  expand  the  Airport? 

What  control  have  they  over  the  impacts  on  local  communities? 

-  Is  the  suggested  time  frame  of  a  month  and  a  half  for  this  decision  long 
enough  to  give  the  public  and  the  planners  time  to  understand  and  resporid 
to  these  questions? 

Growth:    Growth  emerged  in  the  EQCC  Report  as  one  of  the  most  important  issues 
in  the  public  mind,  as  it  is  nationwide.    People  are  suffering  from  the  consequences 
of  inadequately  planned  growth  in  overcrowding,  pollution,  high  taxes,  traffic  con- 
gestion, and  social  problems.    In  the  EQCC  survey  less  than  a  year  ago,   83%  of  a 
scientific  sample  of  registered  voters  thought  the  County  would  be  better  off  if  its 
population  did  not  increase. 

.  -    What  will  be  the  impact  on  Peninsula  grov/th  of  the  massive  increase  in 
passenger  and  cargo  capacity  at  the  Airport? 

Need:    Some  people  questioned  the  need  for  an  expansion  of  this  magnitude  at  thit> 
location. 

Have  projections  of  future  passenger  capacity  been  modified  to  reflect  re- 
cent reductions  in  population  growth  estimates,  or  are  they  based  on  the 
rapid  growth  trends  of  the  sixties? 

-  Is  there  any  provision  for  modifying  the  scale  of  the  plan  if  the  need  does 
not  materialize?    For  example,  if  rapid  ground  travel  to  Los  Angeles 
evolves  or  if  projected  increases  in  personal  air  travel  do  not  materialize  ? 

Transportation:    One  of  the  major  concerns  we  encountered  was  the  impact  of 
the  Airport  expansion  on  the  local  transportation  system. 

Will  the  Airport  expansion  make  BART  a  necessity? 

What  will  the  impact  of  a  projected  increase  of  75,  000  cars  per  day  (al- 
most double  the  present)  on  the  freeway  system  and  local  streets? 

What  will  be  the  added  impact  if  BART  is  not  constructed? 

Will  the  expanded  automobile  traffic  force  the  construction  of  more  freeways 
to  the  coast?  the  Southern  Crossing?  Widening  of  Bayshore?  the  Bay  front 
Freeway? 

Can  there  be  measures  to  provide  efficient  bus  service  to  convenient  destina- 
tions ? 

Noise:    Airport  noise  is  already  a  significant  health  hazard  in  areas  of  northern 
San  Mateo  County.    People  find  it  hard  to  believe  the  proposed  expansion  will 
really  reduce  noise  much  below  present  unacceptable  levels. 

Will  there  be  new  noise  impacts  resulting  from  a  shift  in  runway  use? 
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-  Even  if  noise  from  San  Francisco  Airport  is  reduced,  what  will  be  the 
total  noise  impact  as  air  traffic  from  all  the  Bay  Area  Airports  builds  up? 

What  will  be  the  noise  impact  from  the  trucks  required  to  handle  the  addi- 
tional cargo  capacity? 

-  Will  there  be  displacement  of  existing  residents  of  the  area  due  to  new 
State  noise  laws? 

Air  Pollution:    Air  pollution  also  presents  a  serious  health  hazard.    EQCC  has 
recommended  that  all  governing  bodies  in  the  County  ensure  that  their  actions 
do  not  result  in  increased  air  pollution. 

-  What  will  be  the  impact  on  air  pollution  of  the  additional.  75,  000  cars  per 
day  ? 

-  What  will  be  the  impact  on  air  pollution  of  the  increase  in  jet  fuel  consump- 
.  tion  from  670  million  to  2250  million  gallons? 

-  Has  the  possible  increase  in  nitrous  oxide  and  carbon  monoxide  pollution 
in  the  newer  engines  been  studied? 

Business  and  Employment:    Business  and  labor  are  obvious  beneficiaries  of  the 
Airport  expansion  and  give  it  strong  support.    However,  other  questions  as  to 
long  range  effects  on  the  economy  have  been  raised. 

Will  long  range  employment  and  economic  stability  be  improved?  What 
are  the  second  and  third  level  impacts? 

-  If  employment  is  to  increase  five  times,  where  will  the  people  live? 

-  What  will  be  the  long  term  impact  on  municipal  and  school  tcLxes?    Will  the 
new  tax  base  cover  the  long  term  costs  of  serving  new  residents? 

Resources:    There  is  serious  concern  about  a  program  that  will  constitute  a  ma- 
jor  commitment  of  new  resources  at  a  time  when  many  present  resources  are 
coming  under  obvious  pressure. 

What  will  be  the  impact  of  a  five-fold  increase  in  electric  power  consump- 
tion on  the  Bay  Area  power  situation?  What  will  be  the  additional  require- 
ments for  power  from  new  businesses  based  on  the  Airport  expansion? 

-  What  will  be  the  impact  on  impending  fuel  shortages  of  tripling  the  amount 

of  jet  fuel  used  and  increasing  automobile  traffic  to  the  airport  by  almost  2/3 

What  will  be  the  impact  of  increased  need  for  water  and  increased  production 
of  solid  waste? 

Alternatives:    What  are  the  alternatives  to  the  proposed  Airport  expansion? 

-  Is  a  smaller  project  feasible?    What  would  be  the  effect  of  no  expansion? 

-  Could  the  Oakland  and  San  Jose  Airports  be  used  closer  to  capacity  before 
San  Francisco  is  expanded? 
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2460  V7.  Bary shore  Rd.  A^t.  5 
FalQ  Alto,  Calif. 
IvTaroh  16,  1973 

mr .  Robert  E.  rioter son 

Graham  £c  James 

31C  SansoL'-e  3t, 

San  Francisco,  Calif.  94104 

Dear  ivir.  Patterson: 

Here  are  my  questions  for  the  San  Mateo  Planning  Cornmission. 

1.  Can  you  suarantee  that  v^ith  the  airport  expansion  '-ve  will 
not  become  another  Los  ii.ngeles  with  all  of  its  attendant 
problems? 

2.  Do  you  knov;  the  rate  of  ourglaries  in  Los  i^n^eles?  Two 
years  ago  it  was  one  in  ten  and  one  in  three  in  Bel  Air. 
Is  this  what  you  want  for  San  Iviateo  County? 

3.  Can  you  guarantee  that  taxes  will  not  go  so  high  on  the 
Pensinsula  as  to  price  moderate  income  people  right  out  of 
the  city? 

4.  Can  you  guarantee  that  city  services  in  the  various  cojjraunities 
will  not  have  to  oe  reduced  to  police,  fire  and  garbage  disposal, 
etc.  with  no  m.oney  left  for  the  amientties  such  as  the  Corrjiiunity 
Theater,  the  Cultural  Center,   the  Junior  Itvluseuiii  in  Fal2)  Alto? 

These  are  my  questions,  ^..s  you  can  see  they  a  re  highly  personal 
and  reflect  my  fears,   out  I  feel  they  are  genuine  and  should 
'be  thought  about  by  Planning  personnel. 

Thank  you  so  much  for  collating  all  the  cuentions  for  presentation 
to  the  Planning  Coirjnission. 

Sincerely, 

Annabelle  Johnson 
(llrs.  Harry  Q,.  Johnson) 


Statement  of  the  Loma  Prieta  Chapter  of  the  Sierra  Club 
To  the  San  Mateo  County  Planning  Commission 
Regarding  the  Proposed  Expansion  of  the  San  Francisco  Airport 

Public  Hearing,  March  28,  1973 

by  Sally  Cooper,  290  Family  Farm  Rd.  Woodside,  Ca. 

Unless  citizens  of  San  Mateo  County  and  the  government  of  this  county  make  their 
voices  hear  soon,  they  may  find  themselves  saddled  with  a  new  airport  expansion 
program  that  will  drastically  alter  their  lives  in  the  Bay  Area,  not  to  mention 
their  children's  and  grandchildren's. 

San  Mateo  County  will  be  most  affected  by  the  expansion,  but  unfortunately  its  citi- 
zens are  largely  unaware  of  their  impending  fate.    The  San  Francisco  Airport 
expansion  program  is  the  first  element  of  the  Association  of  Bay  Area  Governments 
Regional  Aviation  System  that  is  being  implemented.    The  Environmental  Impact 
Report,  unsigned,  was  prepared  by  the  Bechtel  Corp.  ,  the  largest  privately  owned 
construction  company,  possibly  in  the  world,  and  very  involved  in  the  urbanization 
process  in  the  Bay  Area.    The  report,  required  by  law,  is  presently  being  revised 
after  only  one  public  hearing  in  San  Francisco.    The  S.  F.  Airport  Commission 
would  like  to  accept  the  Impact  Report  within  a  month.    This  report  is  totally  inad- 
equate in  assessing,  as  required  by  law,  the  environmental  impacts  upon  surround- 
ing communities.    It  is  misleading  in  asserting,   "no  new  conditions  are  expected 
to  be  imposed  on  the  environment.  "    The  truth  is  that  the  environmental  impact 
will  be  devastating. 

BACKGROUND 

In  Dec.  1967  the  agencies  for  3  major  airports,  Oakland,  SFO,  and  San  Jose  began 
planning  a  long  range  airport  systems  plan  to  study  aviation  needs  of  the  future. 
In  July  1969  ABAG  joined  with  these  agencies  because  the  airport  problem  is  a 
regional  one,  with  impacts  on  people  and  the  human  environment.    ABAG  is  the 
agency  through  which  Federal  Funds  are  channelled  for  reginally  planned  projects. 
After  30  meetings  of  their  study  committee,  and  five  public  hearings,  the  final 
report  was  accepted  as  the  aviation  element  to  ABAG's  Regional  Transportation 
Plan.    NO  HEARING  WAS  HELD  IN  SAN  MATEO  COUNTY. 

The  aviation  element  is  one  segment  of  a  comprehensive  transportation  plan  yet 
to  be  evolved.    If  it  were  implemented  as  proposed.  Bay  area  residents  would  be 
inundated  with  729,  000  commercial  air  operations  as  compared  with  less  than 
half  that  number  now.    Rather  than  carrying  18.  7  million  air  passengers  a  year 
as  at  present,  the  system  calls  for  facilities  to  handle  72  million  passengers 
annually.     (Each  take-off  and  landing  of  one  large  j  et  produces  emissions  equiva- 
lent to  2500  automobiles  operating  12  hours  continuously,  as  computed  by  R.  A. 
Filippini,  Newark  College  of  Engineering.  )    To  this  increase  in  jet  operations 
must  be  added  plans  for  increasing  general  aviation  (small  planes)  from  the 
present   2   million   take-offs   and   landings    to    10  million 


Background  -  Cont'd. 

in  12  short  years.    Needless  to  say,  the  noise  upon  communities  would 
be  severe. 

The  population  projection  upon  which  the  Regional  Airport  Systems  Study 
plans  were  developed  had  been  based  on  unlimited  growth  in  the  Bay  Area. 
After  the  1970  Census,  and  due  to  pressure  from  individuals  at  the  public 
hearings  last  year,  the  figure  was  revised  downward.    From  82  million 
passengers  a  year,  they  settled  for  72  million,  4  times  more  than  at 
present  projected  to  occur  within  12  years.    The  populatio n  figure  that 
was  accepted  by  the  Association  of  Bay  Area  Governments  and  the 
Regional  Airport  Systems  Study  is  an  important  key  to  understanding 
these  proposals.    Let  us  look  at  the  underlying  assumptions  upon  which 
these  reports  are  based. 

Population  Forecast  and  "Demand"  For  Air  Travel 

The  final  population  forecast  for  198  5  was  placed  at  7.  2  million 
person  in  the  Bay  Area,  an  increase  of  3.  1  million  over  the  present 
4.  1     million  in  just  12  years.    The  Association  of  Bay  Area  Governments 
had  previously  suggested  a  growth  limit  to  the  Bay  Area  of  5.  2  million 
persons,  as  being  consistent  with  the  diminishing  resources  in  the  area, 
and  depletion  of  the  quality  of  the  environment.    Somehow  pressure  to 
raise  this  number  succeeded  and  the  resultant  formula  for  determining 
demand  for  air  travel  is  that  much  higher.    To  foreca st 'demand"  ,  the 
air  industry  used  the  formula  of  population  projection,  keeping  per  capita 
income  and  employment  at  the  same  level  as  today.    At  the  outset  the 
credibility  of  the  Report  is  limited  because  of  this  high  population  pro- 
jection.   The  hypothetical  demand  is  based  also  on  higher  demand  by  the 
present  population  for  travel.    The  Los  Angeles  corridor  is  the  most 
heavily  travelled  in  the  world  and  the  industry's  forecast  sees  this  as 
continuing  to  account  for  the  highest  percentage  of  air  operations  in  the 
future.    No  included  in  the  formula  was  the  possibility  of  convenient 
rapid  rail  transit  to  Los  Angeles,  or  other  means  for  person-to-person 
contact  such  as  video  phones.    Not  considered  in  the  forecast  was  the 
drain  upon  limited  fuel  supplies,  when  in  198  5  the  United  States  will  be 
importing  50%  of  its  oil;  nor  were  other  formulas  analyzed  in  light  of 
an  increasing  concern  for  limiting  population  growth,  clean  air,  and 
less  noise. 
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Single  Purpose  Planning 


The  forecast  was  limited  to  the  expansion  capacity  of  the  existing  airports, 
which  in  the  Regional  Airport  Systems  Study  plans  will  allow  for  SFO  to 
double  its  passengers  annually  from  the  present  15.2  million  to  32  million; 
San  Jose  would  increase  its  operations  to  carry  10  million  over  its  present 
1.9  million;  and  Oakland,  which  currently  serves  2.1  million  passengers 
annually,  would  be  expanded  to  handle  24  million.    To  arrive  at  the  72 
million  figure,   add  a  million  to  Napa  (which  refused  more)  and  5  million 
more  at  Travis,  in  Fairfield,     Because  the  capacity  to  handle  larger 
numbers  of  people  is  possible  at  the  existing  Bay  Area  airports,  an 
underlying  assumption  of  the  air  industry  and  pertinent  public  agencies 
is  that  such  capacity  should  be  utilized  to  serve  a  maximum  user  demand. 
Using  the  above  population  figure,  it  is  easy  enough  to  assess  in  technical 
terms  how  many  planes  can  safely  depart  and  arrive  per  minute;  how  many 
people  can  be  conveniently  ushered  through  the  system,  how  many  cars  can 
be  parked;  bags  loaded  and  unloaded.    The  capacity  of  a  system  can  be 
analyzed  without  once  looking  at  the  impact  upon  people  in  the  communities. 
The  most  efficient  way  to  fill  the  sky  with  planes  may  not  be  the  best  way 
to  preserve  and  improve  the  quality  of  life  in  the  communities  the  systemiis 
supposed  to  serve.    The  decision  for  expanding  should  be  based  on  other 
more  important  criteria,   namely,  how  does  such  an  expansion  program  fit 
into  the  master  plans  being  developed  and  revised  in  local  communities 
and  what  will  be  the  effect  upon  the  quality  of  the  environment  for  everyone? 

The  Association  of  Bay  Area  Governments  Regional  Plan  1970-1990  requires 
that  any  proposal  should  include  enhancement  of  the  quality  of  the  environ- 
ment.   It  states  specifically  and  forcefully  that  in  airport  planning 
measures  should  be  taken  to  1.  Halt  the  unnecessary  use  of  limited  natural 
resources,  2.     Restore  and  replenish  them  whenever  and  wherever  possible, 
and  3.    Provide  improved  environmental  conditions.     To  protect  and  en- 
hance the  San  Francisco  Bay  and  environmental  qualities  for  the  Region  is 
the  first  adopted  planning  goal  for  the  Association  of  Bay  Area  Governments' 
plan.    Until  it  can  be  shown  that  the  expansio n  plans  for  SFO  will  meet  these 
criteria,  the  plans  should  not  be  funded  and  should  be  opposed.    Let's  think 
about  some  of   ;he  impacts: 

Noise 

Before  making  costly  proposalsfor  treme  ndous  expansion  programs,  the 
Association  of  Bay  Area  Governments  or  another  public  agency  could  have 
first  assessed  the  pre  sent  effects  of  current  airport  operations  upon  Bay 
Area  communities.    Such  information  would  have  been  immeasurably 
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Noise  -  Cont'd. 


helpful  in  putting  the  human  element  into  the  planning  process  for 
future  developments.    No  public  agency  has  adequately  polled  or 
surveyed  communities  affected  by  the  noise  from  jet  overflights  or, 
for  that  matter,  from  general  avaition  overflights.    Polls  taken  by 
citizen  groups  in  San  Mateo  County  have  indicated  proven  stress  and 
irritation  experienced  by  residents  living  under  such  overflights. 

San  Mateo  County  as  well  as  Santa  Clara  County  have  been  badly  affected 
by  noise  from  aircraft  at  the  existing  level  of  operations  in  the  region. 
Legal  actions  against  airlines  and  FAA  have  been  taken,   noise  abate- 
ment committees  formed,  petitions  and  protests  through  and  by  Town 
and  City  Councils  have  been  sent  to  appropriate  agencies.     But  no- 
where in  the  official  Environmental  Impact  Report,  is  there  any 
assessment  of  the  impact  of  noise  on  outlying  communities  under  the 
traffic  pattern  of  arriving  and  departing  jets.    (Neither  does  the 
Regional  Airport  Systems  Study  plan  deal  with  this  problem.  )  The 
noise  element  in  the  reports  relates  only  to  the  impacted  areas 
immediately  adjacent  to  the  airports,  and  prescribes  certain  levels 
of  noise  that  must  be  met  by  1975  and  1985  within  a  certain  zone. 
True,  it  is  important  and  urgent  to  establish  limits  to  noise  from  air- 
ports.   However,  the  65  CNEL  which  has  been  established  by  State  law 
for  a  specific  area  around  an  airport,  translated  into  practical  terms 
means  noise  equivalent  to  a  diesel  truck  roaring  by  at  70  miles  an  hour, 
50  feet  away,  every  6  minutes.    (Equivalent  to  87  DBL  at  peak.  ) 
Hardly  an  amenable  environment  in  which  to  live.    However,  this  pro- 
posed "acceptable"  noise  level  is  quieter  evidently  than  presently  occurs 
adjacent  to  airports. 

The  noise  impact  of  overflights,  as  the  Air  Transit  Association  has 
testified,  has  not  been  calculated.    Any  noise  impact  caused  by  an 
overflight  is  unpleasant  for  thousands  of  person.      To  increase  by 
any  number  the  flight  operations  in  the  Bay  Area  it  would  follow 
logically  that  there  would  be  increased  stress  and  disturbance  to  those 
under  such  overflights.    Noise  is  unwanted  sound,   and  destructive  of 
the  human  environment.    We  do  not  need  a  decibal  meter  before  re- 
acting to  the  intrusion  of  noise  into  our  homes  and  yards. 
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SFO  Expansion  Impact 


In  what  way  is  the  quality  of  life  improved  for  the  communities  in  the 
Bay  Area  by  this  expansion?    How  will  it  affect  San  Mateo  County? 
80,  000  additional  automobiles  on  our  highways  going  to  and  coming  from 
airports,  daily  resulting  in  increased  levels  of  auto  pollution  added  to 
the  aircraft  pollution. 

Doubling  the  passenger  load  at  SFO  in  12  years  will  require  more  than 
doubling  the  use  of  many  natural  resources.    It  will  require  nearly  3 
times  the  amount  of  fuel  for  the  same  number  of  air  operations  due  to 
the  requirements  of  the  larger  jets.     From  679  million  gallons  to 
Z,  250  million  gallons  by  1985.     This  jump  in  fuel  use  will  occur  at  a 
time  when  the  United  States  is  expected  by  1985  to  import  50%  of  its 
oil.    How  is  this  consumptio  n  compatible  with  the  current  requirement 

by  the  Association  of  Bay  Area  Governmeit  s  (and  public  law)   

that  natural  reserves  are  to  be  preserved  and  replenished  where  possible? 
What  impact  upon  the  cost  of  operations  will  this  have?    Is  this  wise 
management  of  dwindling  resources? 

Water  use  would  increase,   waste  disposal  280  tons  to  500  tons  per  week, 
electrical  energy  will  increase  5-fold  by  1985.    The  Environmental 
Impact  Report  never  expresses  concern  for  this  drain  on  natural  re- 
sources nor  implies  that  it  might  be  a  problem,   it  fails  to  analyze  the 
impact  at  all.    What  will  80,  000  more  cars  on  Bayshore  mean  to  the 
present  levels  of  congestion  with  Bayshore  at  capacity  during  peak  hours? 
Although  SFO  plans  to  build  parking  spaces  for  5  times  the  present 
number  of  cars  there  is  no  planning  for  improving  access  roads,  or 
any  analysis  of  the  impact  of  this  surge  of  autos  upon  local  streets. 
The  Environmental  Impact  Report  omits  any  analysis  of  this  problem 
for  local  communities  in  terms  of  cost,  in  terms  of  noise,  in  terms  of 
congestion,  parking,  etc.    If  BART,  for  which  SFO  is  planning  a 
terminal,  is  in  fact  funded,  the  plan  suggests  that  only  18  to  30%  of 
passengers  and  employees  would  be  served.     The  rest  would  travel  by 
car,  and  bus,  but  no  plans  for  improved  bus  service  have  been  in- 
cluded.   Pressure  to  add  more  highways  and  the  Southern  Bay  Crossing 
would  seem  to  be  inevitable  results  from  such  plans.     (Both  have  been 
vehemently  opposed  by  citizens  in  the  past.  ) 

How  will  Route  280  be  affected  by  the  SFO  expansion?    The  plans  require 
extension  of  380  from  Bayshore  to  280  to  carry  the  increase  in  cars. 
With  3  times  the  present  level  of  cargo  being  forecast  for  1983,  the 
increase  in  truck  deliveries  should  be  computed  but  has  not  been.  The 
Environmental  Impact  Report  does  not  discuss  the  impact  upon  Route  280 
in  terms,  of  traffic,   noise  and  congestion. 
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Employme  nt 


There  is  an  urgent  need  for  efficient,  clean  and  comfortable  local 
transit  systems  which  would  help  reduce  the  use  of  automobiles  in 
getting  people  to  work,   shopping  centers,  libraries,  etc.  (Presently 
80%  of  the  load).    Alternative  employment  opportunities  in  developing 
and  building  such  systems  as  well  as  their  maintenance  must  be  ex- 
plored.   To  justify  the  expansion  of  a  particular  industry  in  order  to 
provide  jobs  for  workers  is  the  same  kind  of  rationale  that  says  we  must 
continue  to  surplus  bombs  or  surplus  baloons  to  provide  jobs.     This  is 
not  only  unimaginative  thinking,  but  extremely  wasteful  and  destructive 
of  both  natural  and  human  resources.    We  need  both  our  human  labor 
force  and  our  natural  resources  to  work,   for  new  technological  develop- 
ments that  serve  critical  community  needs  public  money  be 
used  to  expand  air  commerce,  and  to  cater  to  an  hypothetical 
demand  from  a  particular,   small,   segment  of  society. 

The  Future  and  the  Role  of  the  Citizen 

Hopefully,  the  Association  of  Bay  Area  Governments,  as  well  as  county 
and  local  government  planners,  will  demonstrate  leadership  and  will 
establish  goals  and  priorities  for  our  communities.    A  transport  system 
for  the  Bay  Area  should  be  designed  that  will  be  compatible  with  those 
plans.    The  aviation  element  in  the  Association  of  Bay  Area  Governments! 
plar^  if  accepted  as  proposed,  would  not  be  an  integral  part  of  a  total 
comprehensive  plan,  but  would  precede  the  plan  and  determine  its 
direction. 

San  Mateo  County  residents  have  not  had  sufficient  exposure  to  the  SFO 
Expansion  Program  to  understand  its  impact  upon  their  communities. 
There s  should  be  further  exposure  through  hearings,  and  certainly 
through  a  required  revision  of  the  Environmental  Impact  Report,  so 
that  the  public  has  an  objective  and  informative  report  to  guide  their 
decision.    Should  a  large  construction  company  like  Bechtel  be  the 
contractor  for  an  environmental  impact  report?    Isn't  there  a  built- 
in  conflict  of  interest  here?    The  impact  of  SFO  expansion  on  pro- 
moting growth  in  all  of  the  Bay  Area  has  not  been  analyzed  although 
recognized  as  an  inevitable  effect  in  the  Bechtel  report.     The  cost  to 
the  communities  for  increased  access  roads,  increased  water  and  waste 
disposal  systems,  increased  energy  demands,    increased  services  of  all 
kinds  has  not  beencomputed.    How  will  the  impact  of  such  an  enormous 
expansion  program  affect  the  master  plans  being  made  at  local  levels. 
The  resultant  pressures  for  continued  urbanization  forced  upon 
communities  before  they  are  either  willing  or  able  to  plan  for  such 
growth  could  be  disastrous. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL  QUALITY  COORDINATING  COUNCIL 
SAN  MATEO  COUNTY 

EXECUTIVE  SECRETARY                                         P.  0.  BOX  ?19  TEL:  322-6671 

Mrs.  Marion  H.  Softky                                          Menio  Park,  Ca.  9402S  329-0256 

March  15,  1973 

SUMMARY  OF  INFORMATION  RELEVANT  TO  EXPANSION  OF  SAN 
FRANCISCO  INTERNATIONAL  AIRPORT  FROM  EQCC  REPORT 

Growth 

EQCC  Survey t  The  major  reason  for  the  County  'becoming  a  worse 

place  to  live  was  given  as  overpopulation,  overdevelopment 
and  overcrowding.  This  was  followed  by  pollution,  taxes, 
crime  and  drug  abuse,  and  traffic  and  transportation, 
Forty-onefthought  the  County  was  becoming  a  worse  place  to 
live/ 

Eighty-three  percent  thought  the  County  would  be  better 
off  If  Its  population  did  not  Increase. 

Quotes  t  The  need  t2)  curb  population  growth  In  order  to  control 
pollution  and  save  dwindling  land  resources  emerged  as  the 
dominant  theme  In  both  the  survey  and  testimony,  p.  vll 

Local  government  can  direct  the  Investment  of  public  funds. 
They  can  shift  public  Investment  away  from  ways  that  Induce 
growth, such  as  new  development  and  promotion  bf  Immigration, 
to  ways  that  upgrade  existing  facilities,  p.  p.  ix 

Recommendations t  The  county  and  Its  cities  should  recognize  that 
reduction  of  the  rate  of  population  growth  Is  a  first 
priority  of  the  county's  voters.  All  governing  bodies  should 
examine  their  decisions  In  that  light  and  should  be  extremely 
oatitSotts  In  encouraging  public  and  private  projects  which 
will  tend  to  stimulate  the  rate  of  growth..  However  EQCC  also 
recognizes  the  practical  need  to  provide  essential  public 
services  and  to  maintain  a  balance  between  environmental, 
economic,  and  social  concerns.  This  recommendation  is 
therefore  aimed  at  controlling  the  rate  of  growth  and  not 
at  an  absolute  goal  of  "no-growth**.      p.  6 

The  size  and  timing  of  public  projects  should  be  based  on 
the  needs  of  optimum  populations,    p.  x 

New  public  facilities  should  be  constructed  only  when  an 
existing  heed  has  been  clearly  demonstrated.  Planning  of 
the  facilities  should  be  based  on  the  optimum  population 
of  the  area  to  be  served,    p.  9 

Pollution 

Quotes  I  Testimony  revealed  this  (noise  pollution)  is  an  insidious 
health  hazard....  Airport  noise  ...  is  a  matter  of  acute 
discomfort  to  many  resident's  of  the  central  and  north  parts 
of  the  county  on  those  days  when  planes  from  San  Francisco 
International  Airport  take  off  over  land.  In  one  San  Bruno 
School,  speech  communication  becomes  impossible  during 
flyoversi  on' some  days  flyovers  occur  every  minute./., 
over  20  square  miles  of  densely  populated  land  are  subject 
to  noise  levels  incompatible  with  residential  use,  according 
to  one  San  Bruno  resident...  P«  3^ 


Airport  2 


Reoommendations t  a  priority  goal  of  reducing  the  environmental 
and  economic  iirpact  of  jet  aircraft  at  San  Francisco 
International  Airport,  Further  expansion  of  Jet  traffic  at 
airports  in  San  i'iateo  County  should  not  be  allowed  until 
it  is  clear  that  residential  environments  will  not  be  damaged,  p. 

The  Bay 

Reoommendations J  The  county  and  cities  should  strongly  oppose 

projects  involving  further  filling  of  the  Bayj  and  encourage 
-"ayside  projects  to  provide  free  public  access  along  the 
bay  shoreline  through  water-oriented  parks  and  marinas,  use 
of  dikes  as  paths,  and  more  bikeways  and  parkways*      p.  22 

A  policy  should  be  established  among  the  three  Bay  Area  Airports 
to  prevent  further  large  encroachments  on  ths  Bay» 

Transp  or tat  i  on 

In  public  testimony  and  its  survey,  EQCC  found  strong  opposition 
to  additional  freeways  and  strong  support  for  the  search  for 
alternatives  to  the  automobile.  Including  busses  and  rapid  transit. 
.Although  60%  of  the  voters  surveyed  supported  extension  of  BART 
to  the  Airport,  there  were  substantial  reservations  about  BART*s 
impacts.  •  - »    .    1  ■   .  " :  - . 

Recommendation t  Before  rapid  transit  proposals  are  Implemented, 
strong  measures  should  be  taken  to  forestall  adverse  or 
undesired  impacts  -  on  the  environment,  in  stimulating 
growth,  or  in  displacing  low  and  moderate  income  housing 
.  without  replacement,  p.  xll 

Envlr6nBental  Impact 

Recommendation I  All  governing  bodies  should  evaluate  environmental 
Impact  of  their  actions  prior  to  making  decisions.  They 
should  require  independent  environmental  impact  statements 
for  all  projects  -  public  and  private  -  which  will  have  a 
significant  effect  on  the  environment  and  examine  critically 
those  aspects  of  new  projects  which  will  tend  to  stimulate 
growth. 


statement  on  Environmental  Impact  Report,  San  Francisco  International  Airport 
Expansion 

To:.  SanMateo  Plannin/^  Commission 

D^te:  April  k,  1973 

Elinor  larsen,  Conservation  Chairman 

Peninsula  Re;rional  uroup,  Loma  Prieta  Chapter,  Sierra  Club 
(approx  3*000  members  residin,^  in  San  i-Iateo  County) 

San  Francisco's  facilities  in  San  Ilateo  County  have  been  an  uncontrollable 
problem  for  our  County's  residents  and  f^.overnments  for  years.     At  last, 
throuf^h  the  environmental  impact  reoort  requirem.ent ,  v;e  have  an  opportunity 
to  see  what  is  in  store  for  us  in  advance  of  the  fact, 

Vfe  do  not  dispute  that  SFO  should  be  put  into  more  convenient,  efficient 
shape,  and  that  this  requires  onysical  imorovement.     V,e  do  dispute  the  present 
plans  and  the  adenuacv  of  the  draft  SIR's  assessment  of  the  impact  of  these  plans, 
I  v;ill  limit  my  rv;marks  to  ju::jt  a  few  areas,  and  hope  that  the  riany  other  inadequacies 
will  be  mentioned  by  others. 

Late  last  year  ABAC  adopted  the  Regional  Airport  System.s  Study  (PJISS)  Plan, 
which  allotted  31  million  passengers  per  year  to  SFO  in  1985.     Five  public  hearings 
were  held  around  the  region,  but  not  o-:?  hearing  was  held  in  thirccunty  with  the 
major  airport.     Ihe  Plan  nays  :  "A  subct.vr: ial  portion  of  the  study  v;.as  devoted  to 
public  input;  "  yet  their  qucotionaix'e  lists  responses  from  but  39  San  i'lateo  residents. 

Two  months  later,  the  San  Francisco  /drport  Ccmmircion  released  the  EIR  for 
a  plan  to  accomodate  31  million  oassengcrs/year  by  19-''1.  rot  1985. 

Ch  page  8-1,  "Passenger  forecasts  are  too  high.     The  ATA  (Air  Transport  Assn ) 
forcasts  59  million  aniiual  passengers  in  the  Bay  Area  in  1985,  and  assumes  that 
SFO  v.dll  reach  capacity  and  then  the  passengers  will 'spill  over 'to  C^land  and 
San  Jose. "    RAS3  projected  72  million. 

Vftiat  is  the  impact  of  SFO  acquiring  capacity  for  31  million  passengers  in  1981 , 
^  years  earlier  that  PuVSS  projection  and  probably  7  or  8  years  earlier  than  ATA  •■ 
projection  if  it  vroro  allotted  regionally?    It  is  obvious  it  will  have  adverse 
economic  impact  on  all  the  other  airports,  and  out- of -proportion  growth  and  environ- 
mental impact  on  this  county. 

After  investing$390  million  in  facilities  based  on" questionable  projections, 
will  it  be  an  economic  necessity  to  artificially  ctim.ulate  pasr:enger  grovrth  in 
order  to  make  the  project  paj'"?    V.^hat  vdll  the  effect  on  economic  feasibility  be 
of  the  recent  novrs  that  oil  costs  vrill  rise  dram.atically  "r.d  that  there  may  be 
shortages?    ■••.hat  hapoons  to  bond  redonotion  if  passenrors  to  not  materialize  as 
pro jected  .or  if  there  is  not  enough  fuel  to  get  them  off  the  ground? 

The  RASS  Plan  made  many  assumptions.     Che  was  that  the  Southern  Crossing  would 
be  built  by  1985.    Yetthis  was  resoundingly  defeated  by  the  voters  last  year. 

Another  assumption  is  that  ground  access  will  not  be  a  factor  limiting 
airport  growth.    Ihe  EIR  sidesteps  this  problem  entirely.     Had  San  Francisco 
been  willing  to  wait,  the  Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission  (l-ITC)  could  have 


performed  the  function  for  v;hich  it  is  mandated :  comprehensive  transportation 
planninf^  repion-wide.     Tne  RA33  Plan  says:  "ABAG,  in  cooperation  with  MTC,  will  in 
1973  take  the  final  passenger  allocation  represented  in  this  plan  and  make  detailed 
analysis  of  the  land  and  transit  requirements  of  the  plan,  "  and  "Because  the 
hif^hway  capacities  are  of  concern  at  SFO.  ..at  the  19B0  to"l9S5  allocated  activity 
'  levels,  transit  and  additional  hif^hway  capacity  will  be  essential.  "    And  "The 
I  Committee  wantin?^  to  place  emphasis  upon  transit  access,  chose  the  alternatives 
;  most  likely  to  p;ain  that  access  and  then  raised  the  assumption  of  the  maximum 
I  percentage  of  passengers  likely  to  use  transit  from  l8  to  23  in  order  to  clearly 
i  make  transit  access  a  condition  of  the  recommended  plan.  " 

But  in  the  EIR  we  learn  thatSan  Francisco  is  relying  on  "30;4  of  airline  passengers 
using  rapid  transit "...  and  they  spell  it  out...  "BART.  "    ilov/here  in  the  SIR  is  it 

.mentioned  that  BART  is  an  iffy  thinr;,  subject  to  a  decision  of  the  voters  of  San 
Mateo  County,  nor  is  there  discucsion  of  alternatives  if  the  voters  are  not  willing 

I  to  pick  up  the  tab  for  BART.     Tne  RA3S  Plan  does  raise  the  question  '".'•ho  pays  the 
airports*  portion  -  airport  oxvners,  airlines,  city  or  county  supporting  the  airport?  - 
and  through  what  means?"    Again,  the  EIR  neglects  this  consideration. 

} 

Today,  Bayshore  Freewa^.s  eight  lanes  are  close  to  capacity,    Vihen  I-38O  is 
completed  to  260  wnere  vn.ll  cc  or.  additional  four  lanes.     let  on  examining  the 
^EIR's  figures  on  Pg.  2-65,  2-72  and  2-73 ♦  it  is  apparent  that  this  freeway  complex 
would  be  put  over  capacity  by  airport  traffic  in  addition  to  other  Ba,yshore  traffic 
and  new  traffic  generated  by  the  "secondary "  employee  spinoff  explained  in  Ehployee 
•Impact  (Pg  2-45).    Airport  traffic  spilling  over  to  city  streets  is  today  a  serious 
'problem  for  communities  adjacent  to  the  Airport.    Again,  the  SIR  neglects  this, 

||         Ground  access  problems  are  even  more  critical  because  SFO  is  located  at  the 
narrow  neck  of  the  Peninsula.     In  the  2  mile  strip  of  land  beti.'cen  Ibyshore  and 
Skyline,  there  soon  will  be  completed  30  north-south  lanes  of  State  highway... 
or  1  lane  for  every  352  feet.     C-^rtainly  this  corrjdor  is  beyond  the  saturation 
pint  3nd  p:round  p.ccess  should    indeed  con::^ train  airpr-rt  ;~rovrLh.     Bayshore  at  8  lanes 
tl  I-38O  to  280  should  be  the  limit. 

Returning  the  the  ATA's   "spill-over"  theory, . .th?t  is,  that  substantial 
;  Dwth  at  other  airports  should  not  occur  until  SFO  reaches  capacity :    It  should 
X  pointed  out  that  this  is  an  economic  convenience  for  the  airlines.     They  do  not 
■it  to  duplicate  investment  in  facilities  if  it  is  possible  to  concentrate  them  at 
15  airport..    They  disagree  with  the  RAS3  projection,  yet  they  approve  the  31  million 
"i^ure  because  it  is  in  their  bv^st  interest  to  do  so.     However,  it  is  not  in  the  best 
t^erest  of  travelers  who  vjill  be  denied  the  possibility  of  service  at  an  airport 
(*e  convenient  to  them.     A  more  complete  SiPi.  vjould  discuss  this  trade-off  in  terms 
i  ground  travel  times  and  costs,  cost  of  tim.e  lost  by  passenger,  cost  of  additional 
l)lic  investment  in  ground  access  facilities  and  impacts  vs.  possible  increased 
i'fair  due  to  added  investment. 

Other  shortcomings  of  the  SIR  include  : 
j  pe  :  It  can  be  demonstrated  that  v.dth  the  some  number  of  annual  flights  and  the 
)).roduction  of  larger,  quieter  jets  a  school  that  was  losing  32  minutes  of  the 
E.ching  day  in  1971  is  now  losing  li?  minutes  of  the  teaching  dny  to  jet  noise, 
y  quality;  a  recent  improvement  in  emmissions  cosmetically  eliminated  black 
{ke  on  take-off  but  stepped  up  the  emmission  of  nitrous  oxides,  a  major  compncnt 
f photo-chemical  smog, 

li       Vfe  are  extremely  concerned  about  the  haste  with  which  San  Francisco  is  trj'ing 
Jsteam-roller  this  plan  through  -vrithout  adequate  consideration  of  it  impacts  on 
3'  Katoo  County.     S.m  Francinco  is  moving  r.^ynnd  the  rcco'imcndations  of  the  ':l\SS 
|n  as  adopted  by  aBAG.     I'uUS  Plan,  Pg  1-26:  ''it  is  roco.;nized  that  citizen  concern 


with  noise,  air  pollution,  and  traffic  congestion  increase  as  the  airport 

usa'":e  is  increased  unler.s  ti.ore  are  successful  efforts  in  meeting  noise  and  air 
pollution  standards  and  successful  prc/ision  of  highway  and  transit  access  to  the 
major  airports.    If  these  built-in  st-indands  cannot  be  net  or  the  system  facilities 
cannot  be  pro\'ided,  a  major  plan  revision  '^111  be  necessary.  . 

"For  this  reason  the  Plan  is  designed  in  increments  to  the  projections  can 
be  monitored  and  progress  reviewed.    >bnitoring  is  a  key  implementa  tion  activity. 
Review  and  comment  is  the  second  major  implementation  activity.    Reviews  will  be 
based  on  plan  criteria. 

"Finally  it  is  proposed  to  create  a  forum  to  bring  together  the  airlines, 
airport  ovmcrs,  state  and  federal  regulatory  agencies,  and  representatives  of 
Boy  Area  Cor^iriunitues.     In  the  ccurso  of  the  study,  it  became  clear  that  a  number 
of  agencies  m.ake  key  decision  affecting  airports  b\it  vdthout,  in  many  cases, 
conrddering  the  full  range  of  impacts.    V.lth  an  approved,  agreed  on  plan  the  forum, 
and  the  Bay  Area,  can  be  very  effective  in  influencing  these  key  decisions,  " 

VJhere  is  this  forum,  and  why  is  this  plan  bing  proposed  before  MTC  has 
made  a  comprehensive  region-vride  trarijportaticn  plan  ? 


